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Comment Letter L001  (Steve Emslie, City of Palo Alto Transportation Division, March 24, 2010) 
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Response to Letter L001 (Steve Emslie, City of Palo Alto Transportation Division, March 24, 2010) 

L001-1 
Consistent with CEQA requirements, the Authority has provided a 45-
day public comment period under CEQA, from March 11, 2010, to 
April 26, 2010.  The Authority has not extended the comment period 
beyond April 26, 2010, however, the Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material has been publicly available since March 4, 2010, a week 
before the official 45-day public comment period commenced on 
March 11, 2010.  The document has therefore been available to the 
public for a total of 52 days.  
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Comment Letter L002  (City Manager, City of Palo Alto Planning and Community Environment, April 12, 2010) 
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Comment Letter L002 – Continued 
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Comment Letter L002 - Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

  Page 14-6
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Comment Letter L002 - Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

  Page 14-31

 
 

Comment Letter L002 - Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

  Page 14-32

 
 

Comment Letter L002 - Continued 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

  Page 14-33

 
 

Comment Letter L002 - Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

  Page 14-34

 
 

Response to Letter L002 (City Manager, City of Palo Alto Planning and Community Environment, April 12, 2010) 

 

The City of Palo Alto provided 2 letters (L002 and L003).  Both 
letters are similar in the topics raised, but in some cases had 
additional items in letter L003.  The Authority has responded to both 
letters but in many cases, the responses in letter L002 are referred 
to letter L003 which provides a more substantive response. 

L002-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

L002-2 
Although the commenter correctly identifies that no public meetings 
were held on the Peninsula as part of this Revised Program EIR 
process, the Authority disagrees that this has defeated CEQA's 
information disclosure purposes.  CEQA includes no specific 
requirements for holding public meetings in conjunction with release 
of a Draft EIR or a revised Draft EIR.  The Authority did hold two 
public meetings to receive comment on the Revised Draft Program 
EIR in April 2010 in San Jose.  Public notification of the release of 
this document was extended to include notification to more than 
50,000 individuals, public entities, and organizations.  The process 
fully complies with CEQA. 

L002-3 
The comment identifies a list of information that the commenter 
suggests triggers recirculation of the entire prior Program EIR/EIS, 
including: alleged flaws in the ridership model; new information 
being developed for project-level EIR/EIS documents; impacts 
disclosed in the Revised Draft Program EIR related to Monterey 
Highway; a new seismic retrofit of SR 92 San Mateo highway bridge; 
and the need to consider a new alternative along SR 84 in the East 
Bay.  We disagree that the issues identified in the comment trigger 
recirculation of the entire prior Program EIR.  The Authority has 
revised portions of its May2008 Final Program EIR to comply with 

the court judgment in the Town of Atherton CEQA litigation.  That 
judgment identified the issues the court determined required further 
CEQA compliance.  The court did not identify that the Authority was 
required to study further alternatives, but rather concluded that the 
May 2008 Final Program EIR analyzed a reasonable range of 
alternatives.  Authority staff find that the ridership model is a 
sufficient tool for environmental review purposes and the statement 
that the model is flawed does not trigger recirculation.  Likewise the 
project-level information being developed does not trigger 
recirculation because it does not constitute significant new 
information at the program level. 

L002-4 
See Response to Comment L003-16. 

L002-5 
See Response to Comment L003-19. 

L002-6 
The Authority disagrees that the project description in the Program 
EIR is inconsistent and the comment does not identify how or why 
the project description is inconsistent.  The project description is 
contained in Chapters 1 and 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  In 
response to the court judgment in the Town of Atherton case, the 
Authority has provided clarified information about project location 
information for the area between San Jose and Gilroy in the Revised 
Draft Program EIR material.  The Authority believes the project 
description complies with CEQA. 

L002-7 
See Response to Comment L003-17. 
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L002-8 
The comment appears to relate to the Authority's Business Plan 
rather than the Program EIR.  Chapter 2 of the 2008 Program EIR 
addressed the basis for the ridership forecasts being used for 
environmental analysis and references the reader to the ridership 
documentation prepared by Cambridge Systematics.  The 2008 
Program EIR analyzed a no project alternative, which discusses the 
consequences of not constructing the HST system.  In addition, the 
2008 Final Program EIR includes comparative information on the 
ridership projections associated with different network alternatives in 
Chapter 7.  Also see Standard Responses 4 and 8. 

L002-9 
See Response to Comment L003-30. 

L002-10 
See Response to Comment L003-31. 

L002-11 
See Response to Comment L003-32. 

L002-12 
More detailed information and analysis of construction impacts and 
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.  This analysis 
will include evaluation of the impacts on potentially affected local 
businesses. See Standard Response 3.         

L002-13 
See Response to Comment L003-39. 

L002-14 
See Response to Comment L003-41. 

L002-15 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 

requiring corrective work under CEQA.  One of these topics included 
a revised description of the HST alignment between San Jose and 
Gilroy.  This revised description of the HST alignment clarifies that 
the HST tracks would be placed adjacent to, and not within, the 
mainline right-of-way owned by UPRR in this area.  The HST 
alignment between San Francisco and San Jose would not share 
UPRR right-of-way. See Response to Comment L003-41. 

L002-16 
See Response to Comment L003-40. 

L002-17 
See Response to Comment L003-43. 

L002-18 
See Response to Comment L003-42.   

L002-19 
See Response to Comment L003-44. 

L002-20 
This comment states that the environmental document used flawed 
assumptions in determining impacts significance, but did not explain 
or provide examples.  The Authority respectfully disagrees with this 
comment. 

L002-21 
The Authority disagrees that the environmental document did not 
address the impacts of grade separations.  See the 2008 Final 
Program EIR and Chapters 2 and 3.18 related to the alternatives and 
construction impacts.  In addition, Chapter 3.4, Noise and Vibration, 
identified the noise benefits of grade separations and as noted in 
Chapter 3.7, Land Use, grade separations where none previously 
existed would improve circulation between neighborhood areas and 
schools, businesses and other destinations.  See Standard Response 
2 regarding the tiered planning and environmental process and 
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Standard Response 3 regarding the level of detail for impact analysis 
and mitigation in the program environmental document.  

L002-22 
Mitigation for noise impacts, including soundwalls, cannot be 
determined at the program level. Noise mitigation specifics will be 
developed as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. The project specific 
analysis will identify the materials for soundwalls, locations along the 
railway where they would be proposed, appropriate designs and 
appropriate heights. It would be inappropriate at the program level 
of analysis to assume that soundwalls would be needed for the 
entire Caltrain corridor, if it is included in the network alternative 
ultimately selected by the Authority for further analysis.  Also see 
Standard Response 5. 

L002-23 
Visual impacts were analyzed at the program level along the entire 
Caltrain corridor, not specific locations. The 2008 Final Program EIR 
depicts HST running in a combination of at-grade and retained fill 
through Palo Alto and along most of the Caltrain corridor. This is 
shown in Appendix 2D, Sheet CC 4 of 6. The height of the fill varies 
from 7 to 15 feet. A photosimulation was provided in the Final 
Program EIR of an elevated section passing the Burlingame Caltrain 
depot. This location was chosen to show the proposed project in the 
context of a historic building. The Final Program EIR included 
additional simulations for prototypical locations throughout its study 
area, but did not include one for Palo Alto. Additional simulations will 
be undertaken as part of the project-level EIR/EIS analysis.   

L002-24 
In the Final Program EIR, shadow impacts were noted for 
subsections with long distances of elevated alignments, such as in 
the East Bay. Within the Caltrain corridor, the alignment was 
evaluated on a retained fill at times. Across the entire corridor, the 
shadow and shading effects would be low. Many locations are 
already shaded due to the trees, fences or buildings lining the 
existing right-of-way.  Additional analysis of visual impacts will be 
conducted as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. 

L002-25 
In locations where a retained fill is topped with a soundwall, a 
potential design could have the retaining wall and soundwall appear 
as one feature, or the retaining wall and soundwall could be 
designed to appear as two separate structures. The aesthetic 
considerations of alternative design strategies are appropriate to 
analyze at the project-level EIR/EIS, not the program level.  

Soundwall height cannot be determined at the program level. Please 
refer to Response to Comment L002-22.   

L002-26 
See Response to Comment L003-49. 

L002-27 
See Response to Comment L003-47. 

L002-28 
See Response to Comment L003-51. 

L002-29 

See Response to Comment L003-52. 

L002-30 
See Response to Comment L003-53. 

L002-31 
The indirect loss of farmland due to potential induced sprawl was 
addressed in Chapter 5 of the 2008 Final Bay Area to Central Valley 
Program EIR.   

L002-32 
See Response to Comment L003-54. 

L002-33 
See Response to Comment L003-54. 
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L002-34 
See Response to Comment L003-61. 

L002-35 
See Response to Comment L003-72.   

L002-36 
See Response to Comment L003-78. 

L002-37 
See Response to Comment L003-77. 

L002-38 
Comment noted.  The Authority respectfully disagrees. 

L002-39 
In developing demographic profiles, it is professional practice (and 
also practiced by most State Departments of Transportation and 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations) to identify environmental 
justice communities by using a threshold level for percentage of 
minority and low-income individuals within a given geographic area.   
The percentage thresholds  in the Program EIR were used to identify 
locations within the study area where there were higher than 
average concentrations of environmental justice communities as 
compared to the  surrounding study area,  city and/or county as a 
whole.  In addition, the Program EIR evaluated size and type of 
right-of-way needed for the alignment alternatives and proximity to 
environmental justice populations.  These factors provide a 
reasonable indication of where potential benefits or disproportionate 
impacts to minority and low-income populations would be most likely 
to occur.  Because this is a program-level document, the analysis 
considered the potential for environmental justice impacts on a 
broad scale.  Additional analysis and public outreach will take place 
during project-level investigations to identify minority and low-
income individuals including any dispersed locations of these 
populations and to consider potential localized disproportionately 
high and adverse effects.  See also Standard Response 3. 

L002-40 
See Response to Comment L003-87. 

L002-41 
See Response to Comment L003-87. 

L002-42 
See Response to Comment L003-90. 

L002-43 
See Response to Comment L003-91. 

L002-44 
See Response to Comment L003-92. 

L002-45 
See Response to Comment L003-95. 

L002-46 
See Response to Comment L003-96. 

L002-47 
See Response to Comment L003-97. 

L002-48 
See Response to Comment L003-99. 

L002-49 
The potential to induce sprawl was addressed in Chapter 5 of the 
2008 Final Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR.     

L002-50 
See Response to Comment L003-105. 
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L002-51 
See Response to Comment L003-106. 

L002-52 
Both the 2008 Final Program EIR/EIS and the Revised Draft Program 
EIR address future land use compatibility based on information from 
general plans and other regional and local transportation planning 
documents.  These documents were examined to assess an 
alignment alternative's and station location option's potential 
consistency with the goals and objectives defined therein.  Because 
this is a program-level document, the analysis evaluated land use 
compatibility on a broad scale.  Project-specific effects on land use, 
planning and development will be evaluated at the project-level. 

L002-53 
See Response to Comment L003-108. 

L002-54 
See Response to Comment L003-109. 

L002-55 
The 2008 Final Program EIR/EIS states that the proposed San 
Francisco to San Jose: Caltrain corridor would have a "high" 
compatibility rating because it would be primarily within an active 
commuter and freight rail corridor.  In addition, construction of 
grade separations where none previously existed would improve 
circulation between neighborhood areas.  The Authority Board 
committed in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid 
and minimize potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and 
at-grade between San Francisco and San Jose.  Although the 
Authority has rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the 
commitment to examine profile alternatives is being carried forward 
in the project level analyses. 

L002-56 
As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR, 
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an 

existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore 
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that 
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or 
community focal points in the corridor.  This resulted in a finding of 
no community cohesion impacts at the program level.  In addition, 
construction of grade separations where none previously exist would 
improve circulation between neighborhood areas.  The Authority 
Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to 
avoid and minimize potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, 
aerial, and at-grade between San Francisco and San Jose.  Although 
the Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the 
commitment to examine profile alternatives ss being carried forward 
in the project level analyses.   

L002-57 
Comment acknowledged. 

L002-58 
See Response to Comment L003-118. 

L002-59 
See Response to Comment L003-119. 

L002-60 
See the Response to Comment L003-118. 

L002-61 
See the Response to Comment L003-118. 

L002-62 
See the Response to Comment L003-118.  The project-level noise 
and vibration analyses will address both short-term construction 
impacts and long-term operational impacts. 

L002-63 
See the Response to Comment L003-116.    The project-level noise 
and vibration analyses will address all aspects of the project, 
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including proposed grade separations and noise and vibration from 
the grade-separated roadways. 

L002-64 
See the Response to Comment L003-116.  Please see Chapter 3.4 of 
the 2008 Final Program EIR.  Section 3.4.1 discusses the 
methodology used for the program-level analysis.  More detailed 
information and analysis including noise measurements at sensitive 
receptors and modeling will be part of a project-level EIR/EIS 
because the determination of impact is a product of the HST system 
design and can only be done at the project level.  See also Standard 
Response 3. 

L002-65 
See the Response to Comment L003-116.  The project-level noise 
and vibration analyses will address all aspects of the project, 
including track maintenance. 

L002-66 
See the Response to Comment L003-118.  The Authority Board 
committed in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid 
and minimize potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and 
at-grade.  Although the Authority has rescinded its July 2008 
program decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives is 
being carried forward in the project level analyses.  . 

L002-67 
See the Response to Comment L003-116.  The project-level noise 
and vibration analyses will address the influence of climatic 
conditions.  

L002-68 
See the Response to Comment L003-127. 

L002-69 
See Response to Comment L003-128 

L002-70 
See the Response to Comment L003-118. 

L002-71 
See the Response to Comment L003-129.  Comment does not 
specify height. 

L002-72 
See the Response to Comment L003-118.  The project-level noise 
analysis will address the noise levels with mitigation in place, 
including noise from other sources. 

L002-73 
Chapter 5 of the 2008 Final Program EIR addresses potential project 
effects on regional jobs, employment and urbanization patterns.  The 
program-level analysis combined population and employment growth 
projections with land consumption forecasts to provide a measure of 
"land consumed per new job and resident" and to determine the 
efficiency of each network alternative at accommodating projected 
growth.  A project-specific land use and socioeconomic analysis will 
be performed including an analysis of project effects on the future 
jobs/housing balance in the region. 

L002-74 
Comment acknowledged. 

L002-75 
See Response to Comment L003-138. 

L002-76 
See Responses to Comment L003-138 and L003-139. 

L002-77 
The transportation plans and policies of local jurisdictions will be 
reviewed and included as appropriate in the project-level traffic 
analysis. 
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L002-78 
The program-level EIR/EIS provided a general overview of 
construction impacts. More detailed analysis of construction impacts 
of the proposed HST project will be provided in the project-level 
EIR/EIS analyses.    

Detailed parking, pedestrian, bicycle,  transit, construction and 
cumulative transportation impacts of the HST Project  will be fully 
analyzed as part of the project-level EIR/EIS in a Traffic, Transit, 
Circulation and Parking Report.  This report will include (1) Changes 
in traffic volumes on local streets that result from project and from 
project construction and the effect of these changed volumes on 
roadway operations and critical intersections. (2)The analysis of 
number of parking spaces required and the placement of the parking 
facilities will be evaluated. Potential parking impacts will be 
evaluated based on the existing and future parking supply and the 
projected parking demand. Parking demand will be based upon the 
patronage and mode of access forecasts at each proposed station, 
including parking and related circulation impacts for adjacent 
neighborhoods. (3) Potential impacts to transit including potential for 
inadequate capacity of feeder bus service, potential for traffic 
congestion from project to disrupt or delay bus service that serve or 
run near stations or other transit operations. Potential impacts of 
project construction on transit service will also be evaluated in detail. 
(4)The project-level traffic impact analysis study will also evaluate 
the effect of the project and project construction on existing and 
planned pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Potential impacts on 
pedestrian and bicycle connections to and across HST facilities will 
be analyzed. Detailed information and analysis of potential traffic 
impacts including  impacts to pedestrian and bike facilities and 
feasible mitigation measures will be included in project-level 
EIR/EISs and documented in a Traffic, Transit, Circulation and 
Parking Report. (5) Cumulative  potential traffic impacts due to the 
proposed project. 

L002-79 
See Response to Comment L002-78. 

L002-80 
See Response to Comment L002-78. 

L002-81 
See Response to Comment L003-151.  

L002-82 
See Response to Comment L003-154. 

L002-83 
See Response to Comment L003-155. 

L002-84 
See Response to Comment L003-156. 

L002-85 
See Response to Comment L003-157. 

L002-86 
See Response to Comment L003-157. 

L002-87 
See Response to Comment L003-159. 

L002-88 
See Response to Comment L003-160. 

L002-89 
See Response to Comment L003-161. 

L002-90 
See Response to Comment L003-162. 

L002-91 
See Response to Comment L003-163. 
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L002-92 
See Response to Comment L003-163. 

L002-93 
See Response to Comment L003-165. 

L002-94 
See Response to Comment L003-166. 

L002-95 
See Standard Response 10. 

L002-96 
See Standard Response 10. 

L002-97 
See Response to Comment L003-172. 

L002-98 
The 2008 Final Program EIR ranked property impacts along the San 
Francisco to San Jose corridor as low based on the fact that the 
alignment would be built mostly within the existing publicly owned 
right-of-way.  The information now available (as reported in the 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material) indicates there may be a need 

for limited property acquisition along the right-of-way in narrow 
areas to allow for a four-track alignment that will accommodate 
UPRR freight operations, if the Caltrain corridor is included in the 
network alternative ultimately selected by the Authority for further 
study.  Accordingly, in the Revised Final Program EIR property 
impacts in this corridor are now ranked between low and medium, 
rather than low. 

L002-99 
The responses to comments in the 2008 Final Program EIR were not 
an area identified by the Superior Court in the Town of Atherton 
case for further work under CEQA.  The full volume of responses 
provides good faith, reasoned responses to the comments that the 
Authority believes fully complies with CEQA. 
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Comment Letter L003  (Pat Burt, City of Palo Alto Office of the Mayor and City Council, April 23, 2010) 
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Comment Letter L003 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L003 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L003 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L003 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L003 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L003 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L003 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L003 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L003 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L003 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L003 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L003 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L003 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L003 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L003 (Pat Burt, City of Palo Alto Office of the Mayor and City Council, April 23, 2010) 

L003-1 
This comment is introductory in nature.  See specific responses 
below. 

L003-2 
Although the commenter correctly identifies that no public meetings 
were held on the Peninsula in this Revised Program EIR 
process, the Authority disagrees that this has defeated CEQA's 
information disclosure purposes.  CEQA includes no specific 
requirements for holding public meetings in conjunction with release 
of a Draft EIR or a revised Draft EIR.  The Authority did hold two 
public meetings to receive comment on the Revised Draft Program 
EIR in March 2010 in San Jose.  Public notification of the release of 
this document was extended to include notification to more than 
50,000 individuals, public entities, and organizations.  The process 
fully complies with CEQA. 

L003-3 
The Authority disagrees that recirculation of the entire prior 
Program EIR/EIS is required based on this general comment that 
significant new information exists "under many environmental 
parameters" that makes the earlier Program EIR invalid and requires 
recirculation of that document.  More detailed responses will be 
provided where the commenter offers a more detailed rationale for 
why it contends further recirculation is necessary. 

L003-4 
We disagree with the comment.  The ridership and revenue 
modeling provides an appropriate tool for the environmental analysis 
for which it has been used.  Information about subsequent ridership 
in the 2009 Business Plan, which was prepared for a different 
purpose, does not render the 2007 forecasts invalid.  See Standard 
Response 4, explaining the differences in the ridership forecasts for 
environmental review versus business planning purposes, and 

explaining how economic conditions over time are considered in the 
ridership model.          

L003-5 
The detailed information being developed as part of project-level 
environmental studies does not require recirculation of the entire 
prior Program EIR.  The purpose of tiering is to allow the Authority 
to select a preferred network alternative and general mitigation 
strategies at the program level to be followed by more detailed, 
project-specific analysis and development of more detailed and 
refined alternatives and mitigation measures.  The detailed 
information from the project level does not constitute significant new 
information at the program level that would require another round of 
revision and recirculation.  Also see Standard Response 2. 

L003-6 
Noise analyses in the 2008 Final Program EIR, Section 3.04, were 
generally based on densities along the various alignments evaluated.  
As stated in this section, “Screening distances were applied from the 
center of alignments to estimate all potentially impacted land uses in 
noise-sensitive environmental settings.”  Given that the alignment in 
this area did not change but rather was more clearly defined in the 
2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material the noise evaluation did 
not change from the 2008 document.  Mitigation strategies for noise 
are provided in Section 3.4.5 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  
Overall, the noise evaluation and mitigation strategies would not 
change for this alignment.  Detailed noise analyses will occur for the 
alignments and station locations at the project-level EIR/EIS.  Also 
see Standard Response 5. 

The revised Program-level land use compatibility evaluation for this 
alignment is provided in Section 2.2 of the 2010 Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material.  Changes to the 2008 Final Program EIR are 
shown in this section.  Please note that for the approximately 2.7 
miles of Monterey Highway that are proposed to be converted from 
six to four lanes, the project would replace one transportation use 
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with another, and the HST alignment would be between an existing 
rail right-of-way and highway corridor. 

The revised Program-level property evaluation is also provided in 
Section 2.2 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material, as is the 
revised evaluation of Environmental Justice.  Additional information 
is also provided in Section 2.2 regarding traffic impacts of the 
number of lanes reduction on Monterey Highway.  Construction 
impacts are already evaluated (at a program level of detail) in 
Section 3.17 of the 2008 Final Program EIR. 

The Authority disagrees with the contention that this material is 
inadequate.  It is fully consistent with the methodology applied for 
the program level review in 2008 and responds directly to the 
Superior Court in the Town of Atherton case.  Also see Standard 
Response 3. 

L003-7 
The May 2008 Final Program EIR examined a “no project” alternative 
and 21 representative network alternatives for connecting the Bay 
Area to the Central Valley.   Included in this range of alternatives 
were 11 Altamont Pass network alternatives, 6 Pacheco Pass 
network alternatives, and 4 Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local 
service) network alternatives.  

The March 2010 materials clarified those portions of the 2008 
Program EIR requiring revision or expansion.  With this document, 
the Authority has reviewed a reasonable range of alternatives, and 
review of additional alternatives does not appear to be warranted 
although the responses to comments in this document do provide 
comments on the proposed State Route 84 alignment through the 
East Bay as contained in the April 2010 report from Setec Ferraviaire 
appended to comment letter O012. See Standard Response 10. 

Based on Caltrans documents, the San Mateo bridge retrofit was 
completed in 2000 followed by the widening of the structure from 
four to six lanes completed in 2003.  The commentor may be 
referring to the planned seismic retrofit of the Dumbarton Bridge 
which will strengthen the existing bridge to withstand a Maximum 
Credible Earthquake. This design of the retrofit of the existing bridge 

structure is complete and construction is scheduled to begin in 2010 
with project completion in 2013.  

L003-8 
Please see Standard Response 9.  Also see responses to the Union 
Pacific Railroad (UPRR) letter O002.  As shown, the Authority has not 
determined that the proposed Pacheco alignment between San 
Francisco and the Central Valley is infeasible.   Please see Responses 
to Comments O012-11, O012-12, and O012-13 for comments 
regarding the alignment proposed in the April 2010 report from 
Setec Ferroviaire as appended to letter O012. 

L003-9 
The Authority disagrees that limiting the scope of comments to the 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material is inappropriate.  The Authority 
requested that members of the public focus their comments on the 
new information and analysis contained in the Revised Draft EIR 
Material and stated that the Authority’s legal obligation extended to 
responding only to those comments related to the new materials.  
The Authority's request is based on CEQA Guidelines section 
15088.5, applicable to situations like the current one where a lead 
agency must revise and recirculate only a portion of a prior Final 
EIR.  The current EIR process is specifically intended to comply with 
the judgment from the Town of Atherton litigation and that 
judgment found that only those issues in the revised materials 
required further CEQA compliance. 

The Authority respectfully disagrees that “the ridership projections 
and business plan, have been shown to be flawed”.  See Standard 
Response 4.   

L003-10 
The Revised Draft Program EIR addresses the issues identified by 
the court for further CEQA compliance and synthesizes the additional 
information with respect to the alternatives in a manner that 
provides for a fair comparison of impacts and feasibility.  See 
Chapter 7 of the Revised Draft Program EIR. 
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L003-11 
The purpose of the discussion in Chapter 7 is to revise and update 
the discussion of the preferred alternative in the May 2008 Program 
EIR based on the Revised Draft Program EIR information.  The text 
regarding those who support or have expressed concern over the 
Pacheco or Altamont network alternatives is intended to disclose the 
wide divergence of opinion in the San Francisco Bay area over which 
mountain pass should be selected.    Chapter 7 has been revised to 
note briefly the public input the Authority has received as part of the 
45-day public comment period on the Revised Draft Program EIR, 
and to distinguish the 2008 public comment from the 2010 public 
comment. 

L003-12 
The Authority has attempted to use text and tables as appropriate to 
best convey the information.  In the presentation of information 
comparing the two alignment alternatives, Pacheco Pass and 
Altamont Pass Alternatives (Section 7.3.3.D),  much of the 
information was best conveyed using text (public input, ridership and 
revenue, capital and operating costs, travel times and travel 
conditions, constructability issues and logistical constraints, and 
environmental impacts).  Although some data could have been 
presented in tabular form, the majority is qualitative and best 
conveyed through discussion.  In some cases, both text and tables 
were used, such as for the discussion of multiple spurs and junctions 
in Section 4.1.2.B. 

L003-13 
The Authority is currently considering program-level alternatives for 
the HST to connect the Bay Area to the Central Valley.  As described 
in Chapter 1 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR, the purpose of the 
tiered environmental review process was to provide for selection of a 
preferred network alternative and general mitigation strategies to be 
carried for further, project-level environmental review.  The 
alternatives being screened as part of project-level review are more 
detailed proposals suitable for project-level consideration.   The 
development of these more detailed, project-level alternatives is 
appropriately limited to the project EIRs.  Depending on the 

Authority Board's final decision on a network alternative,  revisions 
to the ongoing project-level environmental analyses may be 
needed. 

L003-14 
The Authority has followed the provisions in CEQA Guidelines section 
15088.5 regarding recirculation of an EIR.  Section 15088.5(f)(2) 
identifies the ability of a lead agency to recirculate only those 
portions of the EIR that involve revisions.   

L003-15 
El Palo Alto was discussed in 3.9 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  A 
more detailed review of the impacts on local vegetation, including 
loss of mature and heritage trees and associated effects  will be 
performed during the preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review.  Possible avoidance or minimization of 
impacts on the mature and heritage trees will be reviewed in detail, 
and mitigation for the loss of trees will be developed.  Also see 
Standard Response 3 and response to comment O0017-6. 

L003-16 
Bridges, tunnels, alignments, and station descriptions are provided in 
Section 2.5.1, with associated appendices: (1) plan and profile 
sheets in Appendix 2-D, (2) cross sections in Appendix 2-E, and (3) 
station fact sheets in Appendix 2-F, including parking demand.  
Maintenance and Storage Facilities for the Bay Area to Central Valley 
are discussed in Section 2.5.3 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.   
Signaling, electrification, and communications systems are identified 
in Section 2.3.2. 

Where necessary and in response to the Superior Court in the Town 
of Atherton case, Chapter 2 and the appendices of the 2008 Final 
Program EIR were updated in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material.  Chapter 3 of the 2008 Final Program EIR evaluated the 
facilities identified in Chapter 2, and this evaluation was updated in 
the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material for those 
environmental areas where the 2008 Final Program EIR Chapter 2 
was revised.  Thus, the facilities and alignments identified in this 
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comment have been evaluated at the Program level and revised 
where necessary in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material.  
As suggested in the comments, these facilities, alignments and 
stations will be addressed in detail in the forthcoming project-level 
environmental documents.  Also see Standard Response 3. 

L003-17 
Precise grade separation locations were not specified in the 2005 
Statewide Program EIR or the 2008 Final Program EIR.  The number 
and location of proposed grade separations were indicated on the 
plan and profiles included in Appendix 2-D of the 2008 Final Program 
EIR. As noted in the comment, the actual location and configuration 
of these facilities will need to be evaluated in the project-level 
environmental evaluation.  The Authority disagrees that absence of 
this detailed evaluation at the program-level yields the program level 
evaluation inadequate. 

L003-18 
The Program EIR provides an adequate project description.  See the 
2008 Final Program EIR Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-D.  See Response 
to Comment L003-16. 

L003-19 
See Standard Response 7 regarding eminent domain.   

L003-20 
Maintenance and storage facilities were identified and described in 
Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR and  appropriately 
acknowledged in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR, which states:  
“Possible Bay Area locations and sites for fleet storage/service and 
inspection/light maintenance facility along the preferred HST 
alternative between Gilroy and San Francisco will be considered as 
part of the project-level engineering and environmental review.” 

L003-21 
Two types of maintenance facilities are discussed in the 2008 Final 
Program EIR:  the maintenance and storage facilities and the fleet 

storage/service and inspection/light maintenance facilities.  The 
statements in the 2008 Final Program EIR document are correct for 
each of these two types of facilities. 

L003-22 
The Authority acknowledges that the FRA may be requested to 
provide an exemption for non-compliant equipment to operate in the 
same corridor with the HST project, if the Caltrain alignment 
between San Francisco and San Jose is included in the network 
alternative ultimately selected by the Authority for further study.  
This is discussed in the May 2008 Final Program EIR in Chapter 2, 
pp. 2-16 to 2-17, with respect to the Caltrain Corridor.  In May 2010, 
the FRA provided a waiver to the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers 
Board to allow for non-compliant equipment to operate on the 
Caltrain Corridor as part of Caltrain Electrification.  See also Standard 
Response 9. 

L003-23 
Use and maintenance of the property under an HST system aerial 
viaduct will be determined at a later stage in the design of the HST 
system and will require consideration of numerous factors such as 
the needs of the HST system, HST security policies, height of the 
viaduct, and adjoining land uses.   

L003-24 
See Standard Response 7 regarding eminent domain.   

L003-25 
This topic was not identified by the Superior Court in the Town of 
Atherton case as an area requiring additional work under CEQA.  
Streets and Highways Code section 2704.09 sets forth certain HST 
system characteristics, including trip times between certain cities, 
Oakland among them.  Also section 2704.09(b) states that nothing in 
this section shall prejudice the Authority's determination and 
selection of the HST alignment from the Central Valley to the Bay 
Area.   The 2008 Final Program EIR considers alternatives that would 
serve Oakland, includes three potential station locations in Oakland, 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

  Page 14-61

 
 

and notes the ability to meet the requisite express (non-stop) trip 
times between cities.   For example see the Final Program EIR 
Volume 1, Chapter 2, summary table 2.5-1 (p. 2-23 to 2-26), text 
and diagrams;  Volume 2, Appendix 2-F-16 through 24, and Volume 
1, Chapter 7, p. 7-9.   Oakland was not included in the preferred 
alternative.   See the Final Program EIR Volume 1, Chapter 8.   The 
information in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material did not 
alter the preferred alternative identified in the 2008 Final Program 
EIR.  See p. 7-2 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material. 

L003-26 
The Authority disagrees that the project description of the 2008 Final 
Program EIR did not adequately describe or disclose that there was 
an HST segment along the San Francisco Peninsula between San 
Francisco and San Jose.  See Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1, of the 2008 
Final Program EIR for a description of segments including between 
San Francisco and San Jose and also see Chapter 10 for a discussion 
of outreach.  See Chapter 1 in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material for the basis for preparing and circulating the Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material. 

Although the commenter correctly identifies that no public meetings 
were held on the Peninsula related to the 2010 Revised Draft 
Program EIR, we disagree that this has defeated CEQA's information 
disclosure purposes.  CEQA includes no specific requirements for 
holding public meetings in conjunction with release of a Draft EIR or 
a revised Draft EIR.  The Authority did hold two public meetings to 
receive comment on the Revised Draft Program EIR in April 2010 in 
San Jose.  Public notification of the release of this document was 
extended to include notification to more than 50,000 individuals, 
public entities, and organizations.  The Notice of Availability and 
Notice of a Public Meeting was published in 8 newspapers and 
distributed to 16 libraries throughout Bay Area and Central Valley.  
The process fully complies with CEQA. 

L003-27 
This topic was not identified by the Superior Court as an area 
requiring additional work under CEQA in the Town of Atherton case.  
See Standard Responses 3 and 4.   

The ridership modeling that resulted in forecasts used in the 
Program EIR was not identified by the Superior Court for further 
work to comply with CEQA in the Town of Atherton judgment.  
Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR explains that a new 
intercity travel demand model was developed by Cambridge 
Systematics for the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and in 
cooperation with the Authority.  This model was used to develop 
forecasts for the environmental impact analysis, including a low and 
high scenario.  The main text of the Program EIR references the 
Cambridge Systematics forecast report and the report is included as 
a reference.  The referenced report includes a more detailed 
discussion of the methodology used to develop the ridership 
forecasts, and refers the reader to other modeling reports prepared 
by Cambridge Systematics.  The final forecast report and related 
reports discussing the model development have been posted on the 
Authority's website since the fall of 2007.  Also see Standard 
Response 4. 

L003-28 
This topic was not identified by the Superior Court as an area 
requiring additional work under CEQA in the Town of Atherton case.  
See Standard Response 3. 

The heading for this comment is "Flawed and Inadequate Business 
Plan," however, we interpret the comment to refer to the Program 
EIR.  The ridership modeling that resulted in forecasts used in the 
Program EIR was not identified by the Superior Court for further 
work to comply with CEQA in the Town of Atherton judgment.  We 
note that Chapter 2 of the 2008 Program EIR did address the basis 
for the ridership forecasts being used for environmental analysis and 
references the reader to the ridership documentation prepared by 
Cambridge Systematics.  The 2008 Program EIR analyzed a no 
project alternative, which discusses the consequences of not 
constructing the HST system.  If the Authority chooses a no project 
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alternative, the project ridership would not materialize.  In addition, 
the 2008 Final Program EIR includes comparative information on the 
ridership projections associated with different network alternatives in 
Chapter 7.  Also see Standard Responses 3, 44 and 8. 

L003-29 
The Authority disagrees that the ridership forecasts are flawed or 
overestimated.   The ridership and revenue modeling provides an 
appropriate tool for the environmental analysis for which it has been 
used.  See Standard Response 4.     

L003-30 
Project costs are described in Section 5, Costs and Operations of the 
2010 Revised Draft and Final Program EIR Material. As stated in 
Section 5.1, only those tables requiring revisions are included, all 
other tables in Chapter 4 of the 2008 Final Program EIR did not 
require any revisions. The methodologies for calculating costs, the 
unit costs, the operating costs, and project implementation cost are 
provided in Appendices A through D of the 2008 Final Program EIR. 

L003-31 
See Response to Comment L003-112.     

L003-32 
The capital costs developed by the Authority include construction, 
right-of-way, environmental mitigation, and design and management 
services.  The construction costs include procurement and 
installation of line infrastructure (e.g., tracks, bridges, tunnels, grade 
separations, power distribution, trainsets); facilities (e.g., passenger 
stations and storage and maintenance facilities); systems (e.g., 
communications and train control); and removal or relocation of 
existing infrastructure such as utilities.  The estimated right-of-way 
costs include acquisition of properties needed for construction of the 
HST infrastructure.  Agency costs associated with administration of 
the program (e.g., design, environmental review, and management) 
are estimated in terms of add-on percentages to construction costs, 
and a contingency is added based on the total construction and 

right-of-way costs.  The unit costs for implementing high-speed 
trains are well known based on foreign experience and from other 
major construction projects in California – and have been extensively 
peer reviewed. 

L003-33 
More detailed information and analysis of construction impacts and 
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.  This analysis 
will include evaluation of the impacts on potentially affected local 
businesses.  See Standard Response 3.     

L003-34 
There is no such CEQA requirement.  The Authority and FRA’s 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS appropriately answered the basic 
question of whether the HST project is actually environmentally 
advantageous for California. Furthermore, this topic was not 
identified by the Superior Court as an area requiring additional work 
under CEQA in the Town of Atherton case.  See Standard Responses 
1, 2 and 8. 

L003-35 
Detailed and updated cost estimates will be included in the Project 
EIR/EIS documents for each section.  2006 costs were used to 
compare with other cost estimates prepared as part of the 2008 
Final Program EIR. 

L003-36 
Ridership and revenue estimates must be included in detailed 
funding plans to be developed in the future for specific HST corridors 
or usable segments thereof.  Streets and Highways Code sec. 
2704.08.  There are no statutory requirements addressing ridership 
in the program EIR, nor does Prop 1A specifically require ridership 
estimates for a possible Oakland HST station.  The 2009 Business 
Plan presents ridership  estimates for an initial phase of HST service 
from San Francisco through the Central Valley to Los Angeles and 
Anaheim, consistent with the designation in Proposition 1A of San 
Francisco to Los Angeles and Anaheim as Phase 1 of the HST 
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system.  See 2009 Business Plan, pp. 70-73; Streets and Highways 
Code sec.  2704.04(b)(2). 

L003-37 
The Authority disagrees with the comment.  The ridership and 
revenue modeling provides an appropriate tool for the environmental 
analysis for which it has been used.  See Standard Response 4, 
explaining the differences in the ridership forecast for environmental 
review versus business planning purposes. 

This topic was not identified by the Superior Court as an area 
requiring additional work under CEQA in the Town of Atherton case.  
The December 2009 Business Plan numbers being referenced are for 
Phase 1 of the HST system (SF-Anaheim) whereas the Final Program 
EIR forecasts are for the full statewide HST system.  The Business 
Plan explains that the HST fare structure is not yet set and that fares 
will most likely vary (like on existing HST services and air 
transportation) depending on a number of factors (time of day, type 
of service, advanced purchase, etc.).  The 2009 Business Plan 
focuses on a higher estimated average HST fare than used for the 
Authority’s environmental documents – which results in less ridership 
but higher revenue.  The Authority’s program environmental 
documents appropriately utilize forecasts which assume lower HST 
fares, which would produce higher ridership and therefore greater 
potential environmental impacts to be analyzed in the environmental 
review..  

L003-38 
Detailed and updated cost estimates will be included in the Project 
EIR/EIS documents for each section.  The San Francisco to San Jose 
Section Preliminary Alternatives Analysis is not the subject of this 
review. 

L003-39 
The Authority disagrees that the environmental document did not 
address the impacts of specific alignment and station locations.  See 
Standard Response 2 regarding the tiered planning and 
environmental process and Standard Response 3 regarding the level 

of detail for impact analysis and mitigation in the program 
environmental document.   Also see the 2008 Final Program EIR and 
2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material.  

L003-40 
The Authority disagrees that mitigation is inadequately described.  
Mitigation strategies are discussed in the 2008 Final Program EIR 
and 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material.  See Standard 
Response 3 regarding the level of detail for impacts analysis and 
mitigation. 

L003-41 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material and 2008 Final 
Program EIR appropriately identify potential environmental impacts 
at a program-level.  See Standard Responses 1, 2, and 3.  

As noted in the 2008 Final Program EIR, there are both passenger 
and freight operations on the peninsula between San Francisco and 
Lick (“Peninsula Corridor”).  The PCJPB acquired certain rights in this 
corridor from UPRR’s predecessor Southern Pacific Railroad (SP).  In 
accordance with the terms of the purchase and sale agreement 
between the parties, PCJPB owns the real property, infrastructure, 
and commuter rail passenger operating rights in the Peninsula 
Corridor.  PCJPB, through its operating entity Caltrain, provides 
commuter rail service.  At the time of the sales transaction, SP (now 
UPRR) retained a freight easement to provide freight service to 
customers on the Peninsula Corridor.  The terms and conditions by 
which UPRR provides service to freight customers are reflected in a 
trackage rights agreement between the parties. 

Between Lick and Gilroy, there are also both passenger and freight 
operations, however the relationship between the parties is reversed 
from that on the Peninsula Corridor.  In this section of right of way, 
UPRR owns the real property, infrastructure and freight operating 
rights, and PCJPB has a passenger easement and provides 
passenger service through Caltrain pursuant to the terms of a 
trackage rights agreement. The width of the right-of-way in the Lick 
to Gilroy segment is generally 60 feet wide.   
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Thus, the statement that UPRR owns and controls the corridor 
between San Jose and Gilroy is not correct.  From San Jose to Lick, 
the corridor is owned by PCJPB and UPRR operates under a trackage 
rights agreement.  From Lick to Gilroy, Caltrain operates passenger 
service on right-of-way owned by UPRR.  

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material makes it clear that the 
proposed HST corridor alignment in the Lick to Gilroy project 
segment would be adjacent to, but not within, the UPRR operating 
right-of-way.  As part of the project-level EIR activities, the Authority 
will prepare an Alternatives Analysis for alignments that are part of 
the network alternative ultimately selected by the Authority for 
further study.  Please also see responses to letter O002 received 
from the UPRR. 

L003-42 
This topic was not identified by the Superior Court as an area 
requiring additional work under CEQA in the Town of Atherton case. 
Section 2.2, Revised Land Use Analysis: San Jose to Gilroy, in the 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material and Section 3.7 of the May 2008 
Final Program EIR discussed the analysis of land use impacts.  To 
determine potential property impacts, the land uses within 50 ft of 
either side of the existing corridor or within 50 ft of both sides of the 
centerline for new HST alignments were characterized by type and 
density of development. The study area for land use compatibility, 
communities and neighborhoods, and environmental justice is 0.25-
mile on either side of the centerline of the rail and highway corridors 
included in the alignment alternatives and the same distance around 
station location options and other potential HST-related facilities.  
This is the extent of area where the alignment alternative might 
result in changes to land use; the type, density, or patterns of 
development; or socioeconomic conditions.  For the property impacts 
analysis, the study area is narrower as noted above to better 
represent the properties most likely to be affected by the 
improvements in the alignment alternatives.  As noted in Chapter 3 
of the May 2008 Final Program EIR, varying study area widths were 
used for noise/vibration, biological resources and wetlands, cultural 
resources, visual, and parks and recreation.   

L003-43 
This topic was not identified by the Superior Court as an area 
requiring additional work under CEQA in the Town of Atherton case.  
Appropriate significance criteria have been used for the Authority’s 
CEQA program level documents. 

L003-44 
The HST system would improve inter-modal connectivity with local 
and commuter transit systems.  Prop 1A provides $950 million in 
bond funds for rail capital improvements complementary to the HST 
system.  These funds must be allocated to intercity, commuter and 
urban rail systems and shall provide direct connectivity and benefits 
to the high-speed train system and its facilities or be part of the 
construction of the system. 

Caltrain has stated that their future as a viable commuter rail system 
is dependent on funding associated with the HST.  CHSRA 
coordination with Caltrain will assist with realizing critical 
improvements to the Caltrain system in conjunction with the 
implementation of the HST.  In addition, Caltrain would benefit from 
the creation of a fully grade-separate right-of-way, allowing trains to 
operate more safely by eliminating at-grade traffic and pedestrian 
crossings.  

The PCJPB owns the Caltrain right-of-way from San Jose to San 
Francisco.  The Authority and PCJPB have negotiated a 
memorandum of understanding (MOU) to work together on the 
corridor and to develop a “single vision” for the corridor moving 
forward into the future.  The MOU was approved by the California 
High Speed Rail Authority Board on March 5th, 2009.  The PCJPB 
approved the MOU on April 2nd, 2009. 

The purpose of this MOU is to establish an initial organizational 
framework for CHSRA and PCJPB to engage as partners in the 
planning, design and construction of appropriate improvements in 
the Caltrain Rail Corridor to accommodate both the near-term and 
long-term needs of the parties. As work on the HST system 
proceeds, it is expected that the MOU will be amended or replaced in 
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order better to address the specific roles and responsibilities of the 
parties..  Also see Standard Response 10. 

The precise alignment and profile options for the HST system will be 
further evaluated and refined as part of the preliminary engineering 
and project-level environmental review and will include trench 
and/or tunnel concepts in sensitive areas or where it is an 
appropriate and necessary design option for the network alternative 
that is ultimately selected by the Authority for further evaluation.  
Available right-of-way, impacts on adjacent communities and costs 
will be among the factors considered as part of this review.   

L003-45 
The Revised Draft Program EIR addresses the issues identified by 
the court in the Town of Atherton case for further CEQA compliance, 
including the issue of property impacts as they relate to UPRR's 
denial of use of its right-of-way.  Other types of local impacts were 
not identified by the court as requiring further CEQA compliance.  
The court did hold that local impacts such as noise, visual, and 
effects on mature and heritage trees were adequately assessed for a 
program EIR. 

L003-46 
The terms “exclusive” and “shared” are defined in Sections 2.1.2 and 
2.3.2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  As stated in that section:  “… 
A fully grade-separated, access-controlled right-of-way would be 
constructed, except where the system would be able to share tracks 
at lower speeds with other compatible passenger rail services.  
Shared-track operations would use existing rail infrastructure in 
areas where construction of new separate HST facilities would not be 
feasible.  Although shared service would reduce the flexibility and 
capacity of HST service because of the need to coordinate schedules, 
it would also result in fewer environmental impacts and a lower 
construction cost.” (emphasis added) 

The shared-track operating scenarios described above contemplate 
two different service arrangements.  In the passenger only 
arrangement, HST would share the same tracks in joint operation 
with other passenger service providers as permitted by federal safety 

laws and FRA implementing regulations.  The freight only 
arrangement would operate on the same tracks as the passenger 
service providers but at different times of the day.  Known as 
“temporal separation”, this shared use scenario is common in the 
industry with passenger service typically operating during daytime 
hours and freight operators providing service during a “nighttime 
window”. 

L003-47 
The 2008 Final Program EIR assumed that Caltrain and HST would 
remain within the existing right-of-way at most locations, such that 
trees outside the right-of-way would not be removed, although some 
trimming could be required for vegetation intruding on the right-of-
way. If it is determined through project-level analysis, that there is a 
need to acquire adjacent properties for locations where the current 
Caltrain right-of-way is not wide enough to accommodate the 
addition of HST, replacement landscaping would likely be established 
outside the area required for rail operations and landscaping may be 
proposed to screen certain HST facilities from view.   See response 
to comment O017-5.. 

Types and routes of transmission lines to supply electricity to the 
HST depend on detailed engineering to determine where the line 
would interface with the existing powergrid and where the feeder 
lines would connect to the railway. 

The infrastructure for overhead electrification would be visible, but 
its visibility would be low. Consider that San Francisco's Union 
Square is bounded on two sides by overhead wires to power the 
City's electric buses. These wires and their poles, over busy city 
streets, are not highly visible at all and do not comprise part of one's 
visual memory of Union Square. 

Specific locations and the scale of impacts would be further 
examined in detail as part of the project-level EIR/EIS because they 
are a product of the HST system design, and the detailed studies 
necessary to identify the presence of the impact, the level of impact 
significance, and mitigation can only be done at the project level. 
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L003-48 
Mitigation for noise impacts, including soundwalls, cannot be 
determined at the program level. Noise mitigation specifics will be 
developed as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. The project specific 
analysis would identify the materials for soundwalls, locations along 
the railway where they would be constructed, and an appropriate 
height. Assuming soundwalls would be needed for the entire Caltrain 
corridor is premature at the program-level.  Also see Standard 
Response 5. 

Visual impacts were analyzed for the entire Caltrain corridor, not 
specific locations. The 2008 Final Program EIR depicts HST running 
in a combination of at-grade and retained fill through Palo Alto and 
along most of the Caltrain corridor. This is shown in Appendix 2D, 
Sheet CC 4 of 6. The height of the fill varies from 7 to 15 feet. A 
photosimulation was provided in the Final Program EIR of an 
elevated section passing the Burlingame Caltrain depot. This location 
was chosen to show the proposed project in the context of a historic 
building. The Final Program EIR included additional simulations for 
prototypical locations throughout its study area, but did not include 
one for Palo Alto. Additional simulations will be undertaken as part of 
the project-level EIR/EIS analysis.  

In the Final Program EIR, shadow impacts were noted for 
subsections with long distances of elevated alignments, such as in 
the East Bay. Within the Caltrain corridor, the alignment was 
evaluated on a retained fill at times. Across the entire corridor, the 
shadow and shading effects are low. Many locations are already 
shaded due to the trees, fences or buildings lining the existing right-
of-way.  Additional visual analysis will be conducted as part of the 
project-level EIR/EIS. 

L003-49 
Types and routes of transmission lines to supply electricity to the 
HST will depend on more detailed engineering to determine where 
the line would interface with the existing powergrid and where the 
feeder lines would connect to the railway. This will be addressed at 
the project level when additional design detail is available and when 
appropriate mitigation measures would be identified and analyzed. 

The project-level EIR/EIS will review all relevant adopted policies 
and plansropose designs and will consider mitigations related to 
those policies. 

L003-50 
See Response to Comment L003-47. 

L003-51 
Grade separations would have varying visual impacts, depending on 
their design and location. In the specific case of the City of Palo Alto, 
no vehicular or pedestrian overcrossings were noted in the 2008 
Final Program EIR. Grade separations would generally be 
accomplished by either fully raising the railway over the street, or by 
partially elevating the railway and partially depressing the street. The 
view from streets that cross the railway corridor would be partially 
obscured as one approaches the grade separation, but the extent of 
this potential impactcannot be determined until the project level 
analysis, where specific designs would be considered for each 
crossing. 

L003-52 
Nighttime lighting associated with the HST project would be limited 
to stations, maintenance facilities and replacement street and 
pedestrian lighting, and would be expected to be similar to that 
which exists for Caltrain stations today, except that the length along 
the tracks would be greater, as HST would require a 1,400-foot-long 
platform at stations. 

L003-53 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  One of these topics included 
a revised description of the HST alignment between San Jose and 
Gilroy.  This revised description of the HST alignment clarifies that 
the HST tracks would be placed adjacent to, and not within, the 
mainline right-of-way owned by UPRR in this area.  The revised 
project description does not result in changes to the discussion of 
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farmland impacts as included in the May 2008 Final Program EIR, 
however, because that analysis already considered land beneath a 
road or railroad right-of-way as potential farmland, as defined by the 
California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program.  The placement of HST tracks adjacent to the 
UPRR right-of-way does not increase the level of impact.  The 
mitigation strategies included in the May 2008 Final Program EIR 
include permanent protection for farmlands by securing easements 
or participating in mitigation banks, and coordination with local, 
state, federal, and private farmland protection programs.  Although 
the Authority’s decisions related to the 2008 Fainl Program EIR were 
rescinded, similar mitigation strategies are expected to be 
considered by the Authority in future decisions on the Revised Final 
Program EIR, including a programmatic mitigation monitoring and 
reporting plan, and would be further refined and applied in the 
project-level EIR/EISs as more detailed information becomes 
available.   

L003-54 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Air quality and global climate 
change was not one of those topics.  Refer to Chapter 3.3 of the 
2008 Final Program EIR where air quality and global climate change 
impacts are discussed.  More detailed analysis of potential 
operational, maintenance, and construction air quality impacts will 
be provided during project-level environmental review, when more 
detailed information will be available concerning system design and 
placement, including at-grade, trench, tunnel, and elevated tracks. 

L003-55 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Air quality and global climate 
change was not one of those topics.  Refer to Chapter 3.3.6 of the 
2008 Final Program EIR.  It is noted that construction impacts and 
potential mitigation measures would be addressed in subsequent 
project-level EIR/EIS analyses.   More detailed analysis of potential 

operational and construction air quality impacts will be provided 
during project-level environmental review, when more detailed 
information will be available concerning system design and 
placement as well as construction.  Once alignments are established, 
a full construction analysis would be conducted.  This analysis will 
quantify emissions from construction vehicles, excavation, worker 
trips, and other related construction activities of constructing the 
HST system (rail, station, maintenance facilities, substations, 
transmission lines, etc.), including traffic detours.  Specific mitigation 
measures, if required, would be identified and a construction 
monitoring program, if required, would be established.   

L003-56 
See Response to Comment L003-55. 

L003-57 
See Response to Comment L003-55. 

L003-58 
See Standard Response 4 regarding ridership.  The Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material addresses those topics identified in the final 
judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as requiring corrective 
work under CEQA.  Greenhouse gases and air quality was not one of 
those topics.  Refer to Chapter 3.15 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.   

L003-59 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Air quality and global climate 
change was not one of those topics.  Refer to Chapter 3.3 of the 
2008 Final Program EIR.  More detailed analysis of potential 
operational and construction air quality impacts will be provided 
during project-level environmental review, when more detailed 
information will be available concerning system design and 
placement as well as construction.  The air quality and global climate 
change analysis in the 2008 Final Program EIR utilized information 
on airplane emissions from the FAA’s Emission and Dispersion 
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Modeling System (EDMS).  The EDMS estimates the emissions 
generated from a specified number of landing and take-off (LTO) 
cycles.  Along with the emissions from the planes themselves, 
emissions generated from associated ground maintenance 
requirements are also included.  See also Standard Response 4 
regarding ridership. 

L003-60 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Air quality and global climate 
change was not one of those topics.  Refer to Chapter 3.3 of the 
2008 Final Program EIR where air quality and global climate change 
impacts are discussed.  More detailed analysis of potential 
operational, maintenance, and construction air quality impacts will 
be provided during project-level environmental review, when more 
detailed information will be available concerning system design and 
placement, including at-grade, trench, tunnel, and elevated tracks. 

L003-61 
The Authority disagrees that the air quality analysis is flawed.  The 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics identified 
in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as requiring 
corrective work under CEQA.  Air quality and global climate change 
was not one of those topics.  Refer to Chapter 3.3 of the 2008 Final 
Program EIR.  As noted in the program analysis, additional electrical 
power would be required to operate the HST system.  Because of 
the nature of electrical power generation and the use of a grid 
system to distribute electrical power, it is not yet clear which 
facilities would be supplying power to the HST system.  The 
document states that CO, PM10, PM2.5, NOX, and TOG burden 
levels would be predicted to increase because of the power 
requirements of the HST.  It further states the "If it is decided that 
the project would be run on 100% clean, zero-carbon emissions 
electricity, there would be no predicted increase in CO2 levels due to 
the project’s increased electrical requirements".  The document 
states "if" and not "will" run on 100% clean, zero-carbon emissions 
electricity.   

L003-62 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Air quality and global climate 
change was not one of those topics.  Refer to Chapter 3.3 of the 
2008 Final Program EIR where air quality and global climate change 
impacts are discussed.  The analysis concludes that HST would 
reduce overall emissions statewide.  The proposed HST system 
would result in beneficial impacts related to GHGs and global climate 
change.  Any additional carbon entering the atmosphere, whether by 
emissions from the project itself or by removal of carbon 
sequestering plants (included agricultural crops), would be more 
than offset by the beneficial reduction of carbon resulting from the 
project due to a reduction in automobile vehicle miles traveled 
(mobile sources) and reduction in the number of airplane trips. 

L003-63 
See Response to Comment L003-55 regarding air quality 
construction impacts. 

L003-64 
See Response to Comment L003-44. 

L003-65 
See Response to Comment L003-54. 

L003-66 
See Response to Comment L003-55. 

L003-67 
See Response to Comments L003-54 and L003-55. 

L003-68 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.   Biological resources was not 
one of those topics. It should be noted that the U.S. EPA and U.S. 
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Army Corps of Engineers have been involved throughout the project 
and have agreed to the scope and methods of evaluation at each 
stage.   Impacts to biological resources were considered in Chapter 
3.15 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR.   The data for biological 
resources and wetlands were interpreted and synthesized to the 
appropriate level for a program-level environmental analysis.  The 
analysis in Section 3.15 also identifies the need for field 
reconnaissance–level surveys to be conducted as part of the future 
Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis.  These future surveys will 
determine specific wetland type, quality, habitat conditions, and 
impacts along the HST alternative and surrounding areas.   At the 
project level, the Authority is committed to working with the 
resource agencies to identify alignments that would further avoid or 
minimize potential impacts.  Mitigation strategies identified at the 
program level will be refined and applied at the project level to 
mitigate significant impacts.  The Authority will continue coordination 
with all agencies and organizations involved to identify specific issues 
and develop solutions that avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential 
biological impacts. 

L003-69 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Biological resources was not 
one of those topics.  The Authority did not “only equate miles of 
disturbance with environmental impacts” as suggested.  However, in 
some cases, miles of disturbance can be helpful towards explaining 
differences in potential impacts between alternatives. Like the 
original Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR, the recirculated 
material involves a programmatic level of detail. The data for 
biological resources and wetlands were interpreted and synthesized 
to the appropriate level for a program-level environmental analysis.  
Refer to Chapter 3.15 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  As noted in 
Chapter 8 of the Final Program EIR, the U.S. EPA and the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers concurred with this level of information to 
identify the Pacheco Pass network alternative serving San Francisco 
via San Jose was the corridor most likely to contain the Least 
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) in 2008.    

L003-70 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Biological resources was not 
one of those topics.  Refer to Chapter 3.15 of the 2008 Final 
Program EIR.  The biological analysis was based on the thresholds 
and criteria set in CEQA Appendix G.  Impacts on nonsensitive 
species and habitats were not considered a criterion to base 
decisions of identifying a preferred alternative.  Methods of impact 
evaluation for the project were developed with input from both state 
and federal resource agencies.  Additional detailed information 
regarding potentially affected species will be provided in the 
subsequent project-level environmental evaluation and 
documentation.  This information will include species descriptions, 
distribution, seasonal activity, range, reproduction, habitat 
characteristics, population status, threats, conservation status, and a 
detailed evaluation of effects of the project and proposed mitigation. 

L003-71 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Biological resources was not 
one of those topics.  Refer to Chapter 3.15 of the 2008 Final 
Program EIR.  The analysis in Section 3.15 also identifies the need 
for field reconnaissance–level surveys to be conducted as part of the 
future Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis.  These future 
surveys will determine specific habitat conditions and impacts along 
the entire preferred HST network alternative and surrounding areas.  
This detailed analysis will identify specifically where there are 
construction and operation impacts, including noise, vibration, and 
potential pollution concerns, on critical wildlife corridors, wetlands, 
sensitive habitat, and special-status species.  At the project level, 
alignments would be further designed to avoid or minimize potential 
impacts.  Mitigation strategies identified at the program level will be 
refined and applied at the project level to mitigate significant 
impacts.  The Authority will continue coordination with all agencies 
and organizations involved to identify specific issues and develop 
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solutions that avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential biological 
impacts.  See also Response to Comment L003-70. 

L003-72 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  One of these topics included 
a revised description of the HST alignment between San Jose and 
Gilroy.  This revised description of the HST alignment clarifies that 
the HST tracks would be placed adjacent to, and not within, the 
mainline right-of-way owned by UPRR in this area.  The revised 
project description does not result in changes to the discussion of 
biological resources and wetland impacts as included in the May 
2008 Final Program EIR. Moreover,  the study area as discussed in 
the 2008 Final Program EIR extended out 1,000 ft in urban areas 
and 0.25 mile in rural areas on each side of the alignment.  The 
impacts analysis in the 2008 Final Program EIR, therefore remains 
valid.   

L003-73 
A more detailed review of the impacts on local vegetation, including 
loss of mature and heritage tress and associated effects along the 
Caltrain Corridor will be performed during the preliminary 
engineering and project-level environmental review.  Possible 
avoidance or minimization of impacts on the mature and heritage 
trees will be reviewed in detail, and mitigation for the loss of trees 
will be developed. 

L003-74 
A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to 
existing railroad corridors will be undertaken as part of project level 
engineering and environmental analyses.   Removal of trees and 
other vegetation will be avoided to the extent possible.  Operational 
and construction impacts including those related to the removal of 
trees  corridor will be addressed as part of project-level EIR/EIS.  
Specific locations and the scale of impacts will be further examined 
in detail at the project level because they are a product of the HST 
system design, and the detailed studies necessary to identify the 

presence of the impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can 
only be done at the project level.   

L003-75 
See Response to Comment L003-74. 

L003-76 
The 2008 Final Program EIR assumed that Caltrain and HST would 
remain within the existing right-of-way at most locations, meaning 
that trees outside the right-of-way would not be removed, although 
some trimming could be required for vegetation intruding on the 
right-of-way. The Caltrain Electrification tree survey was an 
appropriate level of information for a program-level review and 
analysis. Further analysis can be conducted as part of the project-
level EIR/EIS. 

L003-77 
A more detailed review of the impacts on local vegetation, including 
loss of mature and heritage tress, including El Palo Alto, and 
associated effects along the Caltrain Corridor will be performed 
during the preliminary engineering and project-level environmental 
review.  Possible avoidance or minimization of impacts on the 
mature and heritage trees will be reviewed in detail, and mitigation 
for the loss of trees will be developed. 

L003-78 
A more detailed review of the impacts on local vegetation, including 
loss of mature and heritage trees and associated effects will be 
performed during the preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review.  Possible avoidance or minimization of 
impacts on the mature and heritage trees will be reviewed in detail, 
and mitigation for the loss of trees will be developed. 

L003-79 
The revised project description between San Jose and Gilroy would 
not result in changes to the discussion of cultural resources beyond 
what was identified in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR related to 
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Keesling’s shade trees.  The analysis for cultural resources in 
Chapter 3.12, Cultural Resources and Paleontological Resources, in 
the May 2008 Final Program EIR evaluated an Area of Potential 
Effect (APE) of 500 ft on each side of the centerline of proposed HST 
alignments where additional right-of-way could be needed; 100 ft on 
each side of the centerline for HST alignments along existing 
highways and railroads where very little additional right-of-way 
would be needed; and 500 ft around station locations.   The 
placement of HST tracks adjacent to the UPRR right-of-way does not 
increase the level of impact at the program level beyond what was 
identified in the Revised Draft Program EIR.   A detailed cultural 
resources investigation and evaluation of measures to minimize and 
mitigate impacts consistent with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act will be conducted as part of project-level 
environmental documents. 

Throughout the program environmental process, the Authority and 
FRA have consulted with the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) regarding the HST project.  At the program level, the FRA 
and the Authority initiated consultation with the California Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and requested a search of 
their Sacred Lands file to identify any traditional cultural properties 
that could be potentially impacted or affected by the project, and 
requested lists of Native Americans to contact for the areas that 
could be affected by the project, as required by 36 CFR § 
800.4(1)(4).  The FRA and Authority have coordinated with Native 
Americans as part of the program environmental process identifying 
proposed project alternatives and requesting information about any 
archaeological sites, traditional cultural properties, or sacred sites 
that could be affected by the project.  Authority staff contacted tribal 
representatives to discuss the HST Alignment Alternatives under 
consideration for the Bay Area to Central Valley.   

Cultural resources studies for the program included records searches 
obtained from the appropriate California Historical Resources 
Information System (CHRIS) Information Centers.  The records 
searches identified the general locations of previously recorded 
archaeological sites in the APE.  Prior studies were also reviewed to 
identify site locations and to identify areas with high archaeological 

sensitivity.  The method used to predict potential effects and impacts 
of the HST program on historic properties and historical resources 
was based upon estimating the amount of historic development that 
occurred along each proposed alignment alternative and the records 
search.  These estimates were based upon review of existing 
documentation, including historical maps, aerial photographs, and 
local inventories, and the preparers’ knowledge of the history of the 
region.  No field surveys to identify archaeological resources or 
historic-period properties/resources were conducted, nor would this 
be appropriate for a program-level analysis.  Surveys will be 
conducted as part of the project-level EIR/EIS.  The Authority and 
FRA worked with the SHPO on the phased approach for cultural 
resources.   

See Chapter 3.12 of the 2008 Final Program EIR for mitigation 
strategies.  Resource-specific cultural resources mitigation measures 
such as those resulting from noise, vibration, and visual intrusion will 
be developed as part of the project-level EIR/EIS and through 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  Under Section 
106 (36 CFR § 800), the procedures to be followed at the project 
level include identification of resources, evaluation of their 
significance under the National Register of Historic Places and CEQA, 
identification of any substantial adverse effects, and evaluation of 
potential mitigation measures.  Specific resources within the Area of 
Potential Effects will be further examined in detail at the project level 
because the identification of potentially affected resources and 
project effects and mitigation are dependent on the HST location 
and system design, and can only be done at the project level. 

L003-80 
See Response to Comment L003-79. 

L003-81 
See Response to Comment L003-79. 

L003-82 
See Response to Comment L003-79.  El Palo Alto, the old Palo Alto 
tree, has lived next to the railway since 1863, with the current 
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double-track configuration in place since 1904. The HST tracks 
depicted in the 2008 Final Program EIR run to the west of the 
existing tracks, further from El Palo Alto than the existing tracks. 
Analysis of historic resources  in the project-level EIR/EIS studies will 
help determine the design and mitigations needed to avoid adverse 
impacts to sensitive historic resources. 

L003-83 
Different study areas were defined to assess different types of 
impacts in Chapter 3 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  For many of 
the environmental resources, broad study areas were defined to 
describe a wide context of the existing resources in proximity to 
proposed improvements.  The right-of-way necessary for the 
improvements considered is 25 ft on either side of centerline.  
Section 2.2, Revised Land Use Analysis: San Jose to Gilroy, in the 
2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material and Section 3.7 of the 
2008 Final Program EIR discuss the analysis of land use impacts.  To 
determine potential property impacts, the land uses within 50 ft of 
either side of the existing corridor or within 50 ft of both sides of the 
centerline for new HST alignments were characterized by type and 
density of development. The study area for land use compatibility, 
communities and neighborhoods, and environmental justice is 0.25-
mile on either side of the centerline of the rail and highway corridors 
included in the alignment alternatives and the same distance around 
station location options and other potential HST-related facilities.  
This is the extent of area where the alignment alternative might 
result in changes to land use; the type, density, or patterns of 
development; or socioeconomic conditions.  For the property impacts 
analysis, the study area is narrower as noted above to better 
represent the properties most likely to be affected by the 
improvements in the alignment alternatives.  As noted in Chapter 3 
of the 2008 Final Program EIR, varying study area widths were used 
for noise/vibration, biological resources and wetlands, cultural 
resources, visual, and parks and recreation. 

L003-84 
In developing demographic profiles, it is professional practice (and 
also practiced by most State Departments of Transportation and 

Metropolitan Planning Organizations) to identify environmental 
justice communities by using a threshold level for percentage of 
minority and low-income individuals within a given geographic area.   
The percentage thresholds  in the 2008 Final Program EIR and the 
2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material were used to identify 
locations within the study area where there were higher than 
average concentrations of environmental justice communities as 
compared to the  surrounding study area,  city and/or county as a 
whole.  In addition, the Program EIRs evaluated size and type of 
right-of-way needed for the alignment alternatives and proximity to 
environmental justice populations.  These factors provide a 
reasonable indication of where potential benefits or disproportionate 
impacts to minority and low-income populations would be most likely 
to occur.  Because this is a program-level document, the analysis 
considered the potential for environmental justice impacts on a 
broad scale.  Additional analysis and public outreach will take place 
during project-level investigations to identify minority and low-
income individuals including any dispersed locations of these 
populations and to consider potential localized disproportionately 
high and adverse effects.  See also Standard Response 3. 

L003-85 
A ranking of alignments in terms of seismic hazards and potential for 
surface rupture (Active and Potentially Active Fault Crossings) is 
provided in Chapter 3.13, Geology of the 2008 Final Program EIR 
allowing for a comparison of relative potential impacts.    Design 
practices are provided in Chapter 3.13.4 and mitigation strategies 
are provided in 3.13.5, including mitigation for construction and 
operation over an active fault.  As described in the 2008 Final 
Program EIR, the HST alignments would not cross the Calaveras 
Fault in a tunnel for the Pacheco Pass Alignments, but would cross in 
tunnel for the Altamont Alignments. 

Chapter 3.13.3 states:  “To cross this fault line in tunnel would 
require additional design and mitigation work to address safety 
issues.  Alternatively, to meet the Authority’s objective of crossing 
major fault zones at grade, as noted in Chapter 2, would require 
redesign and realignment of the Altamont Alignment alternatives and 
would result in increased environmental impacts, as well as 
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increased travel times for the Altamont alignment alternatives.  
Overall, the alignment alternatives are ranked high in this corridor 
with respect to both seismic hazards and fault rupture.” 

Mitigation strategies in this section of the 2008 Final Program EIR 
state: 

“The following mitigation strategies can be refined and applied at the 
project-specific level and will reduce this impact: 

 Install early warning systems triggered by strong ground motion 
associated with ground rupture, such as linear monitoring 
systems (TDRs) along major highways and rail lines within the 
zone of potential rupture to provide early warnings and allow 
temporary control of rail and automobile traffic to avoid and 
reduce risks.” 

 Avoid active faults to the extent possible.  Where avoidance is 
not possible, cross active faults at grade and perpendicular to 
the fault line, whenever possible.   Where tunnel use is 
necessary across an active fault, assure safety through advanced 
tunnel design and fire/life/safety systems, or pursue further 
design and alignment variations to allow crossing at grade or on 
aerial structures.” 

See Standard Response 3. 

L003-86 
Please see Response to Comment L003–85. 

L003-87 
A ranking of alignments in terms of seismic hazards and potential for 
surface rupture (Active and Potentially Active Fault Crossings) is 
provided in Section 3.13: Geology of the 2008 Final Program EIR 
allowing for a comparison of relative potential impacts.  Liquefaction 
is discussed as part of the seismic hazard portion of this section.  As 
the design of the HST system is progressed at the project-level, a 
more detailed evaluation of seismic hazards and mitigation will be 
provided. 

Design and construction of foundations to mitigate the potential 
effects of liquefaction is not considered to require unusually complex 
solutions. Mitigating for liquefaction is common and would not result 
in meaningful additional potential impacts at the level of this 
program EIR/EIS. Further evaluation of this issue will occur during 
the project level environmental process. 

L003-88 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Geology and soils was not 
one of those topics.  Please see Section 3.13 of the 2008 Final 
Program EIR.  The level of detail being requested is not appropriate 
for evaluation in a program level environmental document. These 
issues will be addressed in more detail during the project level 
environmental process when more information on design and 
location are available.  See also Standard Response 3.    

L003-89 
Please see response to comment L003 – 87. 

L003-90 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Public health and safety 
impacts due to possible derailments on the UPRR, Caltrain of HST 
lines were not one of those topics. The HST would be designed to 
have fully grade-separated tracks with state-of-the-art safety, 
signaling, and automated train control systems to minimize the 
potential for derailment.  The Authority would build upon the 
extensive experience of HST operations in other countries.  Future 
HST Operations Plans will include emergency response measures.  
FRA regulations also address safety concerns, and this system would 
comply with those regulations.  A more detailed review of the safety 
impacts of the HST system will be performed during the preliminary 
engineering and project-level environmental review.  See responses 
to letter O002 and Standard Response 9. 
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L003-91 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Possible collisions with trains 
was not one of those topics. The HST would be designed to have 
fully grade-separated tracks with state-of-the-art safety, signaling, 
and automated train control systems to minimize the potential for 
derailment.  The Authority would build upon the extensive 
experience of HST operations in other countries.  Future HST 
Operations Plans will include emergency response measures.  FRA 
regulations also address safety concerns, and this system would 
comply with those regulations. A more detailed review of the safety 
impacts of the HST system will be performed during the project-level 
engineering design and project-level environmental review.  See 
responses to letter O002 and Standard Response 9. 

L003-92 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Hazardous materials and 
wastes was not one of those topics.  Please see Section 3.11 of the 
2008 Final Program EIR.  More detailed information and analysis on 
potential hazardous materials/waste impacts, such as underground 
toxic plumes, and mitigation measures will be part of a project-level 
EIR/EIS because the determination of impact is a product of the HST 
system design and can only be done at the project level.  See also 
Standard Response 3. 

For each project-specific environmental document that tiers off the 
Program EIR/EIS, a subsequent analysis consisting of an 
environmental site assessment (ESA) would need to be conducted to 
identify and further analyze  potential hazardous materials/waste 
sites and to further analyze and document the potential impacts 
related to the proposed project.  This analysis will be prepared in 
conformance with the ASTM guidelines for preparing an 
environmental site assessment (E1527-05).  Tasks to be performed 
as part of the ESA include:  environmental database search, review 
of historical land uses and maps, site reconnaissance, agency 

records review/interviews, and data analysis and report preparation.  
Based on the information presented in the project-level ESA a 
determination will be made regarding any sites that will need to 
have a Phase II environmental site assessment performed (e.g., 
hydrogeologic investigation).  This recommendation for a Phase II 
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations 
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase II 
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for 
addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified 
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous 
materials/waste.  The assessment document would specify that the 
Phase II environmental assessment must be prepared in 
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase II 
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01). 

L003-93 
See Response to Comment L003-92.   Please see Section 3.11 of the 
2008 Final Program EIR.  More detailed information and analysis on 
potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation 
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring 
asbestos along rail right-of-way will be included in project-level 
environmental documents.   A mitigation strategy identified in the 
2008 Final Program EIR was the preparation of a Site Management 
Program/ Contingency Plan prior to construction to address known 
and potential hazardous material issues, including:  measures to 
address management of contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-
specific Health and Safety Plan (HASP), including measures to 
protect workers and the general public in the event that unknown 
contamination or buried hazards are encountered, such as along 
railroad rights-of-way.   In addition, other mitigation strategies 
include investigation of soils and groundwater for contamination and 
preparation of  environmental site assessments when necessary; 
realignment of the HST corridors to avoid identified sites; relocate 
HST-associated facilities, such as stations, to avoid identified sites; 
and remediation of identified hazardous materials and hazardous 
waste contamination. 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

  Page 14-75

 
 

L003-94 
See Responses to Comment L003-92 and L003-93.   The potential to 
encounter contaminated groundwater is discussed in Section 3.11 of 
the 2008 Final Program EIR.  More detailed information and analysis 
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation 
measures will be included as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. 

L003-95 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Hydrology and water 
resources was not one of those topics.  Please see Chapter 3.14 of 
the 2008 Final Program EIR.  Potential impacts from tunneling on 
groundwater for Altamont alternatives as well as mitigation 
strategies were discussed in this chapter.  More detailed analyses 
related to groundwater impacts will be performed during the project-
level EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design and location 
information will be available. 

L003-96 
Program-level impacts and mitigation strategies for streams and 
riparian habitats were discussed in the 2008 Final Program EIR, 
Chapter 3.14, Hydrology and Water Resources and 3.15, Biological 
Resources and Wetlands.  The Authority disagrees that the analysis 
of floodplain impacts was flawed.  At the program level, the area of 
100-year floodplains, as defined by FEMA, were identified and 
estimated to evaluate the area of floodplain potentially affected by 
project alternatives for comparison purposes.   See Standard 
Response 3.  More detailed analyses will be performed during the 
project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design and 
location information will be available.   

L003-97 
See the 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.14, Hydrology and Water 
Resources, Sections 3.14.4 and 3.14.5 regarding Authority design 
practices and mitigation strategies for groundwater.  As a design 
practice, geologic/soils/groundwater conditions would be evaluated 

prior to and monitored during construction to aid in the development 
of construction techniques and measures to minimize effects to 
ground- and surface water resources during operation.  Based on 
available geologic information and previous tunneling projects in 
proximity to proposed tunnels, the Authority plans to fully line 
tunnels with impermeable material to prevent infiltration of ground- 
or surface waters.  Mitigation to reduce potential impacts from 
construction and operation of project components on groundwater 
discharge or recharge are discussed in Section 3.14.5 and would be 
further refined as part of project-level environmental analyses.  More 
detailed analyses related to groundwater impacts will be performed 
during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design 
and location information will be available. 

L003-98 
See Response to Comment L003-95 and Standard Response 3. 

L003-99 
See the 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.14, Hydrology and Water 
Resources.  Indirect impacts may include such downstream effects 
as sedimentation, turbidity, impacts to water-dependent species, 
changes in flow-rate, erosion due to run-off, and ponding due to 
changes in flood flows.  These impacts typically occur outside of the 
project footprint.  Without project-level detail, it is difficult to identify 
specific locations for indirect impacts.  The HST would be designed 
and constructed to minimize additional impacts on the floodplain by 
constructing culverts under the track to convey anticipated storm 
flows and to minimize ponding and flooding.  In some locations, the 
trackway would be constructed on elevated structure to allow 
passage of storm flows.  More detailed analyses related to floodplain 
and flood risk impacts will be performed during the project-level 
EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design and location information 
will be available. 

L003-100 
At the program level the environmental impacts related to the 
floodplain and potential diversion of flows cause by program features 
would be similar in both the 100-year and 500-year floodzone.  



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

  Page 14-76

 
 

Certainty of the 100-year flood boundary delineation is better 
statistically defined and appropriate for a program level analysis 
when determining likely impacts.  Inclusion of the 500-year 
floodplain boundary does not alter the severity of the impact but 
may increase the occurrence.  More detailed floodplain analysis will 
be conducted as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. 

L003-101 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  One of these topics included 
a revised description of the HST alignment between San Jose and 
Gilroy.  This revised description of the HST alignment clarifies that 
the HST tracks would be placed adjacent to, and not within, the 
mainline right-of-way owned by UPRR in this area.  The revised 
project description does not result in changes to the discussion of 
impacts on water resources as included in the May 2008 Final 
Program EIR, however, because the data used (USGS National 
Hyrdography Dataset) maps the streams, creeks, lakes, and other 
water bodies where they lie including when roads or railroads pass 
over them.  South of Lick where the alignment would be adjacent to 
UPRR's right-of-way, the analysis already considered land beneath a 
road or railroad right-of-way as a potential stream, as defined by the 
USGS.  The placement of HST tracks adjacent to the UPRR right-of-
way does not increase the level of impact. The impacts analysis in 
the 2008 Final Program EIR, therefore remains valid.   

L003-102 
Potential impacts related to the addition of impervious surfaces as 
well as mitigation strategies were discussed in Chapter 3.14, 
Hydrology and Water Resources. The change in impervious surfaces 
in most cases would be minimal because the alignment would be 
adjacent to or within existing (Caltrain) rail corridors and roadway 
corridors, which are already developed. Where alignments extend 
through open space or agricultural areas on a new track, there could 
be an increase in impervious surfaces if the HST used direct fixation 
to slab-track rather than permeable track bed. However, either 
would be more permeable than impervious pavement resulting in a 

low runoff potential. More detailed analyses related to runoff and 
impervious surfaces will be performed during the project-level 
EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design and location information 
will be available.   See Standard Response 3. 

L003-103 
At the program level the environmental impacts related to the 
floodplain and potential diversion of flows cause by program features 
would be similar in both the 100-year and 500-year flood zone.  
Certainty of the 100-year flood boundary delineation is better 
statistically defined and appropriate for a program level analysis 
when determining likely impacts.  Inclusion of the 500-year 
floodplain boundary does not alter the severity of the impact but 
may increase the occurrence.  More detailed floodplain analysis will 
be conducted as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. 

L003-104 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.   Growth inducement was not 
one of those topics. The potential to induce sprawl was addressed in 
Chapter 5 of the 2008 Final Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR.   

L003-105 
One purpose of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR was to examine 
the potential effects on the need for property of UPRR denying use 
of its right of way.  Chapter 3 explains that the Caltrain Corridor 
between San Francisco and San Jose is unique because the rail right 
of way is publicly owned by the PCJPB, which has expressed its 
willingness to cooperate with the Authority on HST service on this 
corridor.  We disagree that it is likely that the HST system would 
have to be relocated outside the right of way.  UPRR's February 23, 
2009, scoping comment letter for the San Francisco to San Jose 
project-level environmental review identifies concerns about safe 
HST operations on this corridor and concerns that HST operations 
not cause increased operating costs or operating inefficiencies for 
UPRR.  The letter also expresses UPRR's willingness to continue 
engaging in a dialogue with CHSRA to ensure its concerns are 
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addressed.   UPRR's April 23, 2010, comment letter on the Revised 
Draft Program EIR does not specifically mention the San Francisco to 
San Jose corridor. 

L003-106 
Chapter 3 of the Revised Draft Program EIR explains that the need 
to widen the size of the existing rail right of way in the San Francisco 
to San Jose corridor to accommodate four tracks and UPRR freight 
operations would result in a need for property acquisition at a higher 
level than previously disclosed in the 2008 Final Program EIR. The 
Authority disagrees that the need for limited property acquisition in 
some areas along an existing railroad right of way would create a 
new barrier where the existing railroad divides existing communities 
constructed along the rail corridor.  See L003-105 explaining why the 
Authority does not agree there is a need to locate the corridor 
completely outside such a publicly-owned right of way. 

L003-107 
Both the 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised Draft 
Program EIR address future land use compatibility based on 
information from general plans and other regional and local 
transportation planning documents.  These documents were 
examined to assess an alignment alternative's and station location 
option's potential consistency with the goals and objectives defined 
therein.  Because this is a program-level document, the analysis 
evaluated land use compatibility on a broad scale.  Project-specific 
effects on land use, planning and development will be evaluated at 
the project-level. 

L003-108 
Construction impacts for the HST project vary with location. A 
detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the 
Caltrain corridor will be undertaken as part of project level 
engineering and environmental analyses. It is assumed in the 
Program EIR that for HST alternatives using the Caltrain corridor, 
HST would remain within the existing right-of-way at most locations, 
but some temporary construction detours for automobile traffic and 
shooflies (temporary detours for railway tracks) would be necessary. 

The specific project design and temporary construction impacts 
cannot be assessed until additional engineering design detail is 
provided and the full extent of impacts cannot be understood until 
studies are conducted during the project level analysis. 

Potential impacts include street disruption for relocation of utilities, 
raising or lowering the grade of the street for a railway grade 
separation, temporary full or partial closure for grade separation 
construction or a railway shoofly, loss of on-street parking for the 
same reasons. Mitigations for these impacts are developed at the 
project level, once sufficient engineering work has been completed. 
Potential mitigations could include complex construction staging to 
minimize the size/scope of street detours/closures or railway 
shooflies, creation of temporary replacement parking, increased 
traffic control staff and devices to mitigate temporary lane 
reductions, educational programs to help motorists avoid 
construction areas, utilize temporary parking facilities, or activities to 
encourage patronage of affected commercial areas. Mitigations for 
noise during construction can include early construction of sound 
walls, temporary sound walls and restricted work hours.   

L003-109 
See Standard Response 6 regarding property values and Response 
to Comment L003-108.  

L003-110 
The 2008 Final Program EIR states that the proposed San Francisco 
to San Jose: Caltrain corridor would have a "high" compatibility 
rating because it would be primarily within an active commuter and 
freight rail corridor.  In addition, construction of grade separations 
where none previously existed would improve circulation between 
neighborhood areas.  The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to 
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential 
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade between San 
Francisco and San Jose.  Although the Authority has rescinded it's 
July 2008 program decision, the commitment to examine profile 
alternatives is being carried forward in the project level analyses. 
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L003-111 
As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR, 
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an 
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore 
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that 
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or 
community focal points in the corridor.  This resulted in a finding of 
no community cohesion impacts at the program level.  In addition, 
construction of grade separations where none previously existing 
would improve circulation between neighborhood areas.  The 
Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile 
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including 
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade between San Francisco and San 
Jose.  Although the Authority has rescinded its July 2008 program 
decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives has been 
carried forward into the project level alternatives screening.   

L003-112 
Table 3.7-1 of the 2008 Final Program EIR/EIS and Table 2-1 of the 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material state that high schools would 
have a "medium" compatibility and elementary /middle schools 
would have a "low" compatibility with HST.  Elementary school 
children spend a greater time outside of the classroom than high 
school students; therefore, they would be more likely to be exposed 
to any potential effects from HST.  In addition, elementary/middle 
school children are more likely than older students to be distracted 
by elements in the external environment. Site specific 
noise/vibration, construction, and train operational impacts on 
sensitive receptors such as schools, will be part of subsequent 
project-level environmental documents. 

L003-113 
Procedures for maintaining the HST's infrastructure and surrounding 
right-of-way would be addressed in the project-level EIR/EIS studies.  
See responses to comments O022-7 and O023-17.  

L003-114 
Section 3.18 of the 2008 Final Program EIR describes the 
construction methods and related types of impacts considered for 
assessing and qualifying the potential environmental impacts from 
construction activities.  Some construction impacts (such as noise, 
traffic disruption and dust) would be universal in nature, whereas 
some others may be site-specific.   

Additional study of potential site-specific impacts will be carried out 
as part of the project-level environmental process.  The Authority 
will evaluate alignment and design options and will assess how these 
alignment options can be constructed in order to avoid and minimize 
impacts to community features such as schools, trees, parks, 
residences, etc.   The Authority, along with the cities and 
communities, will assess the potential impacts on features such as h 
schools along the alignments being evaluated and will identify 
appropriate mitigation measures as part of the project level 
environmental process. 

L003-115 
Comment acknowledged. 

L003-116 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  The noise analysis in the 
2008 Final Program EIR was not one of those topics.  Please see 
Chapter 3.4 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  More detailed 
information and analysis of noise and vibration impacts on sensitive 
receptors and mitigation measures will be part of a project-level 
EIR/EIS because the determination of impact is a product of more 
detailed HST system design and engineering, and requires additional 
study at the project level.  See also Standard Response 3. 

The noise and vibration analysis in the 2008 Final Program EIR 
identified potential noise and vibration impacts on sensitive receptors 
or receivers, such as residences areas, schools, hospitals, and 
parklands.  Chapter 3.4 also discusses the potential benefits of 
adding grade separations for existing railroads.  Because this is a 
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program-level environmental document, the analysis of potential 
noise and vibration impacts broadly compares the relative 
differences in potential impacts between the alternatives and HST 
alignment options.  General mitigation strategies are also discussed.  
See also Standard Response 5. 

L003-117 
See the Response to Comment L003-116. 

L003-118 
More detailed information and analysis of noise and vibration 
impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.  
The 2008 Final Program EIR identified that the HST project would 
result in significant impacts to the physical environment.  Mitigation 
for noise and vibration impacts are presented in Chapter 3.4 of the 
2008 Final Program EIR in Section 3.4.5, Mitigation Strategies and 
CEQA Significance Conclusions, and will be further reviewed and 
evaluated in project-level environmental documents for selected 
alignments, stations, and other system facilities when more detailed 
information will be available regarding system engineering and 
design and alignment locations.  Also see Chapter 3.12, Cultural 
Resources and Paleontological Resources.  Refer to Standard 
Response 3 and Response to Comment L003-79.   

L003-119 
Please see Chapter 3.4 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  As stated in 
Section 3.4.5, based on the analysis and considering the design 
practices, each of the HST Alignment Alternatives would have 
significant noise and vibration impacts.  The HST Alignment 
Alternatives would create significant long-term noise and vibration 
impacts from introduction of a new transportation system.  At the 
same time, the HST Alignment Alternatives would create some long-
term noise reduction benefits because noise sources would be 
eliminated with grade separation of existing grade crossings.  It is 
possible that at the future project-level of analysis, refined data and 
information would confirm that some sections of the alignment 
alternatives would result in less-than-significant noise and vibration 
impacts; however, for purposes of the programmatic analysis, the 

long-term noise and vibration impacts are considered significant for 
all sections.  In addition, the HST Alignment Alternatives would 
involve significant short-term noise and vibration impacts from 
construction. See Response to Comment L003-18. 

L003-120 
See the Response to Comment L003-116. 

L003-121 
See the Response to Comment L003-118. 

L003-122 
See the Response to Comment L003-116.  The project-level noise 
and vibration analyses will address all aspects of the project, 
including proposed grade separations and noise and vibration from 
the grade-separated roadways. 

L003-123 
See the Response to Comment L003-116. 

L003-124 
See the Response to Comment L003-116.  The project-level noise 
and vibration analyses will address all aspects of the project, 
including track maintenance. 

L003-125 
See the Response to Comment L003-116.  The Authority Board 
committed in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid 
and minimize potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and 
at-grade.  Although the Authority has rescinded its July 2008 
program decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives is 
being carried forward in the project level analyses.   

L003-126 
See the Response to Comment L003-116.  The project-level noise 
and vibration analyses will address the influence of climatic 
conditions. 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

  Page 14-80

 
 

L003-127 
See Chapter 3.4 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  Although the 
proposed HST service in the San Francisco to San Jose (Caltrain) 
corridor would be going through densely populated communities, the 
alignment alternatives in this corridor were rated as having a 
medium level of potential noise impacts because the HST would be 
traveling at reduced speeds and the communities would benefit from 
grade separation improvements for existing services and 
electrification of the railroad.  Where there are tunnels or the 
alignment would be passing through sparsely populated areas, the 
alignment was rated as having a low level of potential noise impact.  
The remaining alignment alternatives are rated medium because of 
the higher population density in proximity to the alignment and the 
existing parkland and two schools.  Vibration impacts along the 
Transbay Transit Center to 4th/Townsend segment are low.  The 
other alignment alternatives have the potential for medium to high 
vibration impacts because of the proximity of residential structures 
to the alignment.  Also see Standard Response 4. 

L003-128 
The noise impacts analysis is not an area identified by the Superior 
Court for further work to comply with CEQA and we note this is a 
comment on the 2008 Final Program EIR, not the content of the 
Revised Draft Program EIR.  The comment correctly identifies that 
the text in section 3.4 of the 2008 Final Program EIR indicated 
medium impacts for HST in the San Jose to Central Valley Corridor 
and identified speeds in this area as high as 186 mph, not 22mph.    
More detailed engineering and design of the HST system will 
generally involve designing the HST tracks to allow for 220 mph 
speeds where feasible.  Actual speeds that an HST vehicle can travel 
in a particular area, however, are dependent on alignment 
constraints, train performance characteristics, acceleration and 
deceleration capabilities, and passenger comfort criteria.  Consistent 
with the text of the 2008 Final Program EIR, it does not appear that 
it will be necessary for the HST to travel more than 186 mph through 
Gilroy and Morgan Hill to achieve the Authority's time goal of 2 hours 
and40 minutes between Los Angeles and San Francisco.   The 
medium ranking for noise is based on a programmatic methodology, 

following the FRA Guidance Manual for Noise and Vibration, which 
identifies numbers of sensitive receptors to potential noise effects of 
the high-speed train.  The FRA methodology does not assess noise 
impacts at the program level with respect to sound differentials that 
may be apparent at different speeds.  Project-level noise analysis will 
examine the effect of train speeds as they relate to sound 
generation.  

L003-129 
See the Response to Comment L003-116.  The design of noise 
barriers appropriate for the proposed HST would depend on the 
location and height of noise-sensitive buildings, as well as the 
speeds of the trains.  Noise barriers 8–10 ft tall could be installed 
where speeds are relatively low (i.e., wheel/rail noise dominates).  
Higher noise barriers of 12–16 ft might be used to reduce noise to 
taller buildings or where speeds are high in noise-sensitive areas.  In 
many locations, noise barriers could be installed on one side of the 
track only because of the location and proximity of noise-sensitive 
areas. Application of mitigation to the proposed HST system would 
result in a considerable reduction of potential noise impacts.  The 
estimates obtained from the results of the representative typologies, 
as discussed in Chapter 3.4 of the 2008 Final Program EIR, showed 
noise barriers to be effective in reducing the potential noise impact 
rating by one category, for example, from high to medium or from 
medium to low.  Consequently, HST Alignment Alternatives with high 
rating would be adjusted down to, at most, a medium rating.  Also 
see Standard Response 5. 

L003-130 
See the Response to Comment L003-129.  Comment does not 
specify height. 

L003-131 
See the response to Comment L003-116.  The project-level noise 
analysis will address the noise levels with mitigation in place, 
including noise from other sources. 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

  Page 14-81

 
 

L003-132 
See the response to Comment L003-116.  The project-level noise 
analysis will address the impacts of multiple trains in one location. 

L003-133 
See the response to Comment L003-116. 

L003-134 
In the Town of Atherton final judgment, included as part of the 
Revised Draft Program EIR, the Court did not find that the discussion 
of vibration impacts was faulty, but instead held that the Authority's 
CEQA finding of fact that the vibration impact could be mitigated to 
a less than significant level contradicted the EIR and was not 
supported by substantial evidence.  As disclosed in Chapter 1, page 
1-4, of the Revised Draft Program EIR, the Authority will address this 
issue by correcting its CEQA finding when it considers a new decision 
based on the Revised Final Program EIR. 

L003-135 
See Standard Response 5. 

L003-136 
Chapter 5 of the 2008 Final Program EIR addresses potential project 
effects on regional jobs, employment and urbanization patterns.  The 
program-level analysis combined population and employment growth 
projections with land consumption forecasts to provide a measure of 
"land consumed per new job and resident" and to determine the 
efficiency of each network alternative at accommodating projected 
growth.  A project-specific land use and socioeconomic analysis will 
be performed including an analysis of project effects on the future 
jobs/housing balance in the region. 

L003-137 
The program level environmental process did not evaluate impacts to 
existing infrastructure to this level of detail, nor was it required to. 
The HST plan and profile adjacent to Alma Street in Palo Alto, shown 
on Page 2-D-5 of the 2008 Final Program EIR, identifies a vertical 

alignment varying from running at grade to a retained fill varying 
from approximately 7 to 15 feet. 

The conceptual design from the 2008 Final Program EIR would 
probably involve removing trees and bushes lining the west side of 
Alma. The value of this volume of overhanging flora in extending the 
life of the pavement on the street is dubious. Their value in shading 
the street horizontally from western light would likely be replaced by 
a retaining wall, berm, soundwall or fencing, landscaped 
appropriately. Their value in affecting rainfall hitting the street is a 
delay, not an elimination of the rainfall, but the drainage of both the 
reconfigured railway and adjoining street will be examined in the 
project level environmental process. Different vertical alignments 
and configurations also would be analyzed at the project level. 

L003-138 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Public parks and recreation 
was not one of those topics.  The issues of noise, visual, dust, and 
access are discussed in Chapter 3.16 Section 4(f) and 6(f) Resources 
(Public Parks and Recreation) of the 2008 Final Program EIR at an 
appropriate level for a program-level review.  More detailed analyses 
related to impacts on recreational resources during construction and 
operation will be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis 
when more detailed design and location information will be available.   
See also Standard Response 3. 

L003-139 
See Response to Comment L003-138.  The commenter does not 
specify which parks or recreational facilities were not accurately 
identified.  More detailed analyses related to impacts on recreational 
resources during construction and operation will be performed 
during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design 
and location information will be available. 
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L003-140 
See Response to Comment L003-138.  Please see Chapter 3.16 in 
the 2008 Final Program EIR (section 3.16.2), which identifies the 
study area for the analysis of Section 4(f) and 6(f) resources (parks 
and recreational resources) to be the area within 900 ft on either 
side of the centerline of each alignment alternative and within a 900 
ft radius of the stations for each alternative.  The study area at the 
program level was designed capture both direct and proximity (or 
indirect) impacts such as noise and vibration (also see Chapter 3.4, 
Noise and Vibration, in the 2008 Final Program EIR).  More detailed 
analyses and field work related to impacts on recreational resources 
during construction and operation will be performed during the 
project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design and 
location information will be available. 

L003-141 
As noted in Section 7.3.3 of the 2008 Final Program EIR, “These 
corridors connect different parts of the study region and are 
fundamentally different and distinct in terms of land use, terrain, and 
construction configuration (mix of at-grade, aerial structure, and 
tunnel sections).  The HST Alignment Alternatives and station 
location options considered in each corridor of the study region are 
discussed below.  The analyses in Chapter 3 under Affected 
Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation 
Strategies compile and report information about the affected 
environment and environmental consequences for each alignment 
alternative and segment as outlined in the tables.  The purpose of 
this chapter is to summarize and compare the physical and 
operational characteristics and potential environmental 
consequences associated with the HST Network Alternatives and for 
the various HST alignment alternatives within the six corridors.” 

To enable a full comparison of the corridors, the tables in Section 
7.3.3 were designed to consolidate the extensive information 
contained in the project description (Chapter 2) and environmental 
review Chapter 3 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  As noted in this 
comment, these tables are “complex and detailed” so as to fully 
disclose the characteristics and environmental effects of the multiple 

network alternatives, alignments, and station location options 
identified and evaluated in the 2008 Final Program EIR.  The 
methodologies used for the environmental evaluation are described 
in each of the Chapter 3 sections and therefore were not repeated in 
Chapter 7.  The tables in 7.3.3 are summarized in the 2008 Final 
Program EIR Summary, particularly Table S.8-1. 

L003-142 
Comment noted.  The traffic analysis in the 2008 Final Program EIR 
was conducted at an appropriate level.  See Section 3.1 of the 2008 
Final Program EIR and Chapter 2 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program 
EIR for the traffic analysis at the program level.  The data used was 
the best available data at the time of the document.  A detailed 
project-level traffic-analysis study will be based on recent data (from 
the same year.)   

L003-143 
Permanent and temporary potential traffic impacts due to the project 
will be evaluated at the project-level EIR/EIS. Potential changes in 
traffic volumes on regional roadways that result from project 
construction and effect of the changed traffic volumes on operations 
of roadways and critical intersections will be evaluated. Parking 
demand generated by project construction and effect of construction 
on pedestrian and bicycle facilities and access, emergency access 
and transit service will also be evaluated.   

L003-144 
Nowhere else in the Program EIR alignments, or for that matter the 
proposed statewide system, is the number of lanes proposed to be 
reduced to accommodate an HST alignment.  The LOS impacts of 
this proposal were therefore evaluated for this unique situation.  
Traffic impacts from the stations are proposed to be evaluated for all 
stations in the Bay Area to Central Valley, and for that matter, the 
statewide system, in the project-level environmental reviews. 
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L003-145 
See Chapters 3.1 and 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material, respectively.  The analysis 
conducted was appropriate at the program level.  The transportation 
plans and policies of local jurisdictions will be reviewed and included 
in the project-level traffic analysis. 

L003-146 
See Chapters 3.1 and 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material, respectively.  The analysis 
conducted was appropriate at the program level.  The program-level 
EIR/EIS provided a general overview of construction impacts. More 
detailed analysis of construction impacts of the proposed HST 
project will be fully analyzed at the project-level EIR/EIS. Potential 
changes in traffic volumes on regional roadways that result from 
project construction and effect of the changed traffic volumes on 
operations of roadways and critical intersections will be evaluated. 
Once in service, CAHST is projected to attract some long-distance 
trips from major roadways thereby leading to an overall 
improvement in traffic conditions in the region.   

L003-147 
A detailed analysis of traffic and potential parking impacts near HST 
stations and feasible mitigation measures will be included in the 
traffic impact analysis study at the project-level EIR/EIS.  The 
analysis of number of parking spaces required and the placement of 
the parking facilities will be conducted in the project-level EIR/EIS.  
This information will be documented in a Traffic, Transit, Circulation 
and Parking Report. Potential parking impacts will be evaluated 
based on the existing and future parking supply and the projected 
parking demand. Parking demand will be based upon the patronage 
and mode of access forecasts at each proposed station, including 
parking and related circulation impacts for adjacent neighborhoods.  

L003-148 
Detailed analysis of traffic, circulation, parking, pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities and transit services will be provided at the project-

level EIR/EIS. Information about rental cars will also be provided at 
this stage. 

L003-149 
See Response to Comment L003-148. 

L003-150 
See Response to Comment L003-148. 

L003-151 
The comment has not accurately reflected the text of the Revised 
Draft Program EIR related to the examination of effects on Monterey 
Highway.  Chapter 2 explains why Monterey Highway is currently 
carrying less traffic than it was designed to support  Chapter 2 refers 
to the current level of service on this roadway as follows: 

“Each of the US 101 projects diverted traffic off Monterey Highway, 
so that in 2009, the highway carried much less traffic than it was 
originally designed to support.  The existing peak hour roadway 
level of service (LOS) along Monterey Highway, between Southside 
Drive in southern San Jose and Bailey Road near Morgan Hill, varies 
mostly between A and C, showing uncongested conditions even 
during peak hours in most locations.  However, in a few locations, 
the LOS degrades to D during peak hours, denoting delays and 
some traffic backup.” 

In addition, Chapter 2 does not claim that “the loss of two of the six 
lanes will not significantly affect traffic in the area.”  Rather, the text 
identifies that with the loss of lanes, “traffic congestion is projected 
to increase slightly in both directions, as shown in Table 2-4.”  Table 
2-4 provides information from the City of San Jose depicting 
northbound and southbound segments and how they will change 
with the lane reduction on Monterey Highway and identifies level of 
service degradation associated with the loss of the two lanes.  The 
Revised Draft Program EIR then concludes:  

“Pending more detailed evaluation at the project level, a potentially 
significant traffic impact would occur where the northbound four-
lane Monterey Highway LOS degraded to LOS D or worse between 
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Senter and Blossom Hill.  The reduction of travel lanes on Monterey 
Highway and the addition of HST would not be anticipated to result 
in a significant impact for the southbound segments based on a 
preliminary evaluation by the City of San Jose Department of 
Transportation.” (emphasis added) 

The EIR thus recognized that at a program level, significant traffic 
impacts may occur from the reduction of lanes on Monterey Highway 
and incorporated several mitigation strategies to address the impact.  
The strategies identified, including optimized signal timing, 
synchronizing signals, selectively adding new turn lanes, and 
increasing transit services, are consistent with traffic strategies being 
undertaken by the City of San Jose.    At the program level, 
however, the EIR concluded that the impacts on Monterey Highway 
must be considered significant, even with the implementation of 
mitigation strategies.    The text expressly identifies that at the 
project-level of analysis, a “Transportation impact analysis will be 
required to identify and evaluate specific project impacts on 
traffic and identify mitigation measures.”   

The comment questions how the EIR can conclude that there will be 
a decrease in traffic demand with lane narrowing on certain 
segments of Monterey Highway.  Table 2.4 does show a decrease in 
traffic volumes for several northbound and southbound segments 
with the reduction of two lanes.  The City of San Jose has confirmed 
that the reduction in peak hour volumes identified in Table 2.4 is due 
to anticipated diversion of traffic from the narrowed portion of 
Monterey Highway onto other roadways in the vicinity.   Lane 
narrowing that reduces a roadway’s capacity to handle a particular 
volume of traffic will result in drivers diverting to other streets (see 
email from City of San Jose Department of Transportation to Dave 
Mansen dated August 10, 2010 below). 

 

The City of San Jose was consulted on this issue.  The City has 
clarified that the data in Table 2.4, which they contributed for the 
Revised Draft Program EIR, considered peak hour volumes from the 
lane narrowing on Monterey Highway without regard to the 
anticipated mode shift from auto to High Speed Trains.  This is the 
case because the City’s traffic model does not currently have the 
capability of forecasting its local roadway network in 2035 in 
connection with the effects of the high-speed rail mode shift (see e-
mail from the City of San Jose to Dave Mansen dated July 30, 2010 
below). 
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Accordingly, Table 2.4 depicts conditions on Monterey Highway 
conservatively.  The program-level traffic analysis in section 3.1 of 
the 2008 Final Program EIR identified reductions in traffic volume on 
major highway links in the 2008 Final Program EIR Bay Area to 
Central Valley study area.  However, the traffic model used in the 
2008 Final Program EIR cannot reliably predict traffic diversion at the 
local street level. 1 

The volume reduction on several northbound and southbound lanes 
of Monterey Highway, and the potential for traffic diversion onto 
other roadways, must be considered in light of the limitations of the 
currently available models.  For illustrative purposes only, it is 
possible to compare the U.S. 101 segment given that this is the only 
highway segment for which traffic diversion calculations using the 
City of San Jose’s forecasting model can be compared to the High-
Speed Train mode shift identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR in 
Table 3.1-2.   As stated in the August 10 e-mail from the City 
Department of Transportation (above), “the lane reduction on 
Monterey Highway from 6 to 4 lanes will result in an increase of 

                                                     
1 E-mail from Cambridge Systematics to Dave Mansen dated August 10, 2010 

approximately 191 vehicles during the peak hour (combined 
northbound and southbound directions) on US 101 north of Tully 
Road, and an increase of approximately 12 vehicles during the peak 
hour (combined northbound and southbound directions) on US 101 
just south of Blossom Hill Road.”  This yields a total of 203 vehicles, 
if the lane reduction is modeled without the mode shift from 
automobile to High-Speed Trains.  This compares to the reduction of 
4,948 trips on US 101 over a six hour peak period shown on Table 
3.1-2, or an average of 824 trips per peak hour in both directions.  
The Authority understands that the mode shift over this six hour 
period will vary, but use of the average mode shift levels does 
enable a comparison at the program level of the mode shift levels to 
the traffic diversion calculation identified by the City of San Jose.  
The Authority notes that overall, the ridership forecasts prepared for 
the Program EIR/EIS project showed that about 6% of statewide 
intercity auto travel will be diverted to HST (Bay Area/California 
High-Speed Rail Ridership and Revenue Forecasting Study; Ridership 
and Revenue Forecasts, prepared for the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission, prepared by Cambridge Systematics, 
August 2007, Table 2.2). 

The information available suggests that the collective effect of the 
mode shift to HST combined with the narrowing of two lanes on 
Monterey Highway could affect the traffic congestion benefit of HST 
on the roadways/highways in the area.  Based on the limitations of 
the current modeling tools, sufficient information, however, is not 
available at the program level to determine the level of adverse 
effects or benefits resulting from narrowing of Monterey Highway on 
local highways and streets.  A more detailed traffic analysis would be 
necessary at the project level to more precisely identify the 
magnitude of changes and whether they represent a reduction in 
benefit or adverse effect, including consideration of the effectiveness 
of the mitigation strategies incorporated for the narrowing of 
Monterey Highway identified in this Revised Final Program EIR.  

For purposes of the programmatic EIR analysis, the following 
additional discussion is added to section 2.3 of the Revised Final 
Program EIR to clarify the data in Table 2-4 and to address the issue 
of traffic diversion onto other major roadways: 
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“With the reduction of lanes on a portion of Monterey Highway and 
with HST, traffic congestion is projected to increase slightly in both 
directions, as shown in Table 2-4.  The preliminary information 
provided in this table is from the City of San Jose’s long-range 
planning process and represents preliminary evaluation of LOS in 
the Monterey Highway corridor using the City’s traffic model.  The 
assumptions of this forecast consider a base scenario with 
Monterey Road being six lanes from Umbarger to south of Blossom 
Hill Road, and a project scenario with four lanes on Monterey 
Highway for this section.  The forecast does not incorporate the 
mode shift to HST, and therefore represents a conservative 
scenario.  

Please note that the actual narrowing from six to four lanes is 
assumed to begin closer to Southside Drive rather than Umbarger.  
The narrowing would only occur for those portions of Monterey 
Highway  where the HST would be placed in the highway right-of-
way, and the HST would enter Monterey Highway from the Caltrain 
Corridor somewhat south of Southside Drive rather than at 
Umbarger.  Note that Southside Drive is approximately 0.7 miles 
south of Umbarger.   The text in Section 2.3 of Chapter 2 of this 
Program EIR has been revised to include this clarification. 

 

The information in Table 2-4 above indicates that the narrowing of 
lanes on Monterey Highway, when viewed in isolation, would result 
in a diversion of traffic onto other major and more local roadways in 
the vicinity.  The potential for traffic diversion will be examined in 
detail in a project-level EIR if a network alternative that includes the 
Monterey Highway narrowing is selected.  This examination will 
include consideration of mode shifts from auto trips to the High-
Speed Train, which is discussed in section 3.1 of the 2008 Final 
Program EIR. 

Under “Subsequent Analysis” the following additional information 
about project-level traffic evaluation is added: 

A traffic impacts study will be conducted at the project-level, which 
will include a detailed evaluation of traffic, parking, pedestrian, 
bicycle, transit, construction and cumulative transportation impacts 
of the proposed HST project.  This information will identify:  (1) 
Changes in traffic volumes on regional roadways that result from 
HST construction and operations (2) Changes in traffic volumes on 
local streets that result from passengers accessing/leaving HST 
stations, from project construction, and from other HST related 
roadway changes, and the effect of these changed volumes on 
roadway operations and critical intersections. (3) The analysis of 
number of parking spaces required and the placement of the 
parking facilities will be evaluated. Potential parking impacts will be 
evaluated based on the existing and future parking supply and the 
projected parking demand. Parking demand will be based upon the 
patronage and mode of access forecasts at each proposed station, 
including parking and related circulation impacts for adjacent 
neighborhoods. (4) potential impacts to transit including potential 
for inadequate capacity of feeder bus service, potential for traffic 
congestion from project to disrupt or delay bus service that serve 
or run near stations or other transit operations. Potential impacts of 
project construction on transit service will also be evaluated in 
detail. (5) The project-level traffic impact analysis study will also 
evaluate the effect of the project and project construction on 
existing and planned pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Potential 
impacts on pedestrian and bicycle connections to and across HST 
facilities will be analyzed. Detailed information and analysis of 
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potential traffic impacts including  impacts to pedestrian and bike 
facilities and feasible mitigation measures will be included in 
project-level EIR/EIS. (6) Cumulative potential traffic impacts due 
to the proposed project. Detailed information and analysis of 
impacts and feasible mitigation measures will be included in 
project-level EIS/EIR. 

The City of San Jose notes that, as part of the San Jose General Plan 
Update “Envision 2040” and planned adoption of the program-level 
environmental document for the General Plan, the degradation LOS 
along these and other roadway segments is expected.  The City’s 
future goals are focused not on increasing or maintaining automobile 
capacity, but on VMT reductions and increasing bicycle, pedestrian, 
and transit mode shift.  The City has developed draft General Plan 
goals and policies that reflect this decrease in available automobile 
capacity and support other modes of transportation.   As highlighted 
in Exhibit B of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR, the City’s 
Envision 2040 Task Force has approved lane reductions for a number 
of streets in San Jose, including Monterey Road.  

L003-152 
The Authority does not agree with the comment that Caltrain service 
reductions are likely if the HST project is implemented.  If the 
Caltrain corridor is selected for further analysis, rather than compete 
with Caltrain, the HST system would complement the Caltrain service 
and provide important improvements to its infrastructure such as full 
grade separation, electrification and signaling. 

Full grade separation would eliminate casual access to the railway 
tracks by allowing the railway right of way to be completely fenced 
off and secured. With grade crossings, there is an opening in the 
fence at each street which crosses the railway, even if the remainder 
of the right of way is fenced. With a completely secured right of 
way, the incidence of trespassing resulting in death, intentional or 
accidental, would decrease significantly. Accidents on the right of 
way currently can result in long delays in Caltrain service, frustrating 
riders. 

Electrification of the Caltrain service in conjunction with the HST 
project would allow higher average speed for all Caltrain trains due 
to the higher acceleration of electric propulsion relative to diesel-
hauled passenger trains. Local service to all stations would be more 
attractive due to the quicker trips provided by an electrified Caltrain. 
Quicker travel times would prove attractive to potential passengers, 
pointing to an increase in demand for Caltrain services. The PCJPB 
has stated that with an electrified system, their current financial 
crisis would be cut in half.  

"Going forward the railroad must be electrified and modernized. The 
(Caltrain) financial crisis is big and if electrification happens it 
becomes half as big." 

Electrification would decrease Caltrain's operating costs, allowing 
either maintenance of existing levels of service with reduced 
operating costs, or expansion of service without increased operation 
costs. Predicting demand for Caltrain service or financial situation is 
beyond the scope of the HST Program EIR. 

A highly detailed discussion of the manner in which Caltrain and HST 
might operate the proposed shared track alternative is also beyond 
the scope of a program EIR, but would be part of project-level 
environmental review if the Authority selects a network alternative 
that includes the Caltrain Corridor.  

Palo Alto, Mountain View and Redwood City are Caltrain's second, 
third and sixth (respectively) busiest stations in both 2009 and 2010, 
according to the Key Findings of the February 2010 Caltrain Annual 
Passenger Counts. There is the potential for one of these three 
stations to be a HST stop, if the Authority ultimately selects a 
network alternative for further study that includes the Caltrain 
corridor. These stations are served by all three of Caltrain's services, 
local, express and Baby Bullet, providing service to all stations on the 
Caltrain system. Caltrain will continue to generate large ridership 
from stations not planned to be HST stations due to the established 
patterns of home-work and other trips in the corridor.   See Standard 
Response 10. 
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L003-153 
It is unclear to which document the comment refers. The 2008 Final 
Program EIR and 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR do not describe 
the need to remove lanes on Alma in Palo Alto in either a drawing or 
text, as it was assumed that the HST would be accommodated 
largely within the existing Caltrain right-of-way. Any subsequent 
alignment alternative design options and details of their 
implementation and impacts would be addressed in the project level 
analysis. 

L003-154 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.   Potential public utility 
impacts were not one of those topics. Potential impacts to public 
utilities were appropriately analyzed at a program level and 
documented in the Final Program EIR (see Section 3.10). See 
Standard Responses 1, 2, and 3 regarding the purpose and scope of 
the Revised Program Materials, the tiered planning process, and the 
level of detail of the program processes. Project's demand on 
regional energy supply, peak period electricity demand and 
transportation energy demand will be evaluated in the project-level 
EIR/EISs. In addition to the energy demand of the HST, the energy 
impact analysis will consider the energy impacts in terms of fuel 
usage resulting from other modes of transportation affected by the 
project such as automobiles, planes and trains. Design standards 
and information regarding energy supply and distribution for the HST 
system will also be available at the project EIR/EIS level. 

L003-155 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Utilities was not one of those 
topics.  Please see Section 3.10 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR.   
Types and routes of electrical transmission lines to the HST depend 
on detailed engineering to determine where the line would interface 
with the existing power grid and where the feeder lines will connect 

to the railway. This and other utility needs will be addressed at the 
project level when sufficient design has been completed.   

L003-156 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Public services and utilities 
was not one of those topics.  Please see Section 3.10 of the May 
2008 Final Program EIR.   Project-level analysis would address all 
utilities and local issues once the network alternative alignment for 
the Bay Area to Central Valley corridor is selected.  Project-level 
environmental documentation and subsequent planning documents 
will identify precise utility locations and will analyze in more detail 
conflicts between the HST system and utilities.  All potential conflicts 
will be reviewed during the more detailed project-level 
environmental analysis and during final design.  The Authority will 
consult with the various utility providers during the detailed project-
level analysis to minimize potential conflicts including avoidance.  If 
avoidance is not feasible and adjustment of alignments has not 
removed the potential conflict, relocation/reconstruction/restoration 
of the utility would be considered, in close consultation and 
coordination with the utility owner. 

L003-157 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Cumulative impacts was not 
one of those topics. The 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.17, 
discusses cumulative impacts and mitigation strategies at the 
program level including the Caltrain, roadway, and development 
projects along the HST alternatives.  More detailed analyses related 
to cumulative impacts will be performed during the project-level 
EIR/EIS analysis, when more detailed project information is available 
for the selected HST alignment.  The cumulative project list will be 
updated as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. 

L003-158 
See Response to Comment L003-157. 
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L003-159 
The comment is not correct.  Chapter 7 of the Revised Draft 
Program EIR reiterates the conclusion from Chapter 8 of the May 
2008 Final Program EIR, which identified the Pacheco Pass Network 
Alternative serving San Francisco via San Jose as the 
environmentally superior alternative.  The basis for this conclusion is 
discussed in Chapter 7. 

L003-160 
The Authority does not understand or agree with the contention that 
the EIR/EIS fails to analyze all alternatives at an equal level of 
analysis.   The areas that are purported to be unequal are not 
detailed in the comment.  Common methodologies were use to 
evaluate all alignments, station location options, and network 
alternatives.  The results of this evaluation are reported in full in the 
2008 Final Program EIR. 

L003-161 
We disagree with the comment that the operational characteristics of 
the Altamont Pass alternatives are inaccurately portrayed in a way 
that underestimates the potential ridership of these alternatives or is 
biased. 

L003-162 
The issues associated with the reconstruction of the Dumbarton Rail 
Bridge for use by the HST system are described in detail in response 
O007-22 of the 2008 Final Program EIR and expanded on in 
Responses O012-11 and O012-12 of this document.  The comment 
does not provide the basis for the contention that the 2008 Final 
Program EIR statements regarding the Dumbarton Bridge 
reconstruction are improper or inaccurate. 

L003-163 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Biological resources was not 
one of those topics. Biological resources was not one of those topics.  

An unbiased discussion of the impacts to biological resources were 
included in Chapter 3.15 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR.   

The HST alignments that cross the Bay along the Dumbarton 
corridor would have a significant impact on the bay and its aquatic 
resources, including wetlands and sensitive plant and wildlife species 
in addition to the Refuge.  Much of the area surrounding the bay is 
already protected and there are challenges for developing substantial 
mitigation strategies.  The recommended preferred Pacheco Pass 
network alternative identified by the Authority would not require a 
bay crossing, would not affect the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay 
National Wildlife Refuge, and would result in fewer impacts on 
wetlands and aquatic resources than the Altamont Pass network 
alternatives.  The Pacheco Pass network alternative, although it 
would pass through the area identified as the Grasslands Ecological 
Area (GEA) would have less impact better opportunities for 
mitigation than would crossing the Bay and the Refuge.  The 
magnitude of impacts on biological resources of the Bay crossing 
would be greater than the impacts along the Pacheco alignment.  In 
the area along Henry Miller Road and through the Diablo Range, the 
Authority would work with stakeholders in developing mitigation that 
would benefit the GEA and surrounding area.  In addition, 
engineering design refinements would be undertaken to avoid 
and/or minimize environmental impacts.  This includes evaluating 
design alternatives to the north and south of the Henry Miller 
alignment (between the Central Valley and the Pacheco Pass) as part 
of the project-level EIR/EIS. 

See also Response to Comment L003-162. 

L003-164 
See Response to Comment L003-163. 

L003-165 
Without knowing which specific environmental topics this comment 
refers to, it is difficult to comment on the "over emphasis" of 
particular impacts.  The environmental methodologies used to assess 
the different network alternatives were applied consistently 
throughout the study area. 
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The 2008 Final Program examined a total of 21 network alternatives 
that fall into three groups for linking the Bay Area to the Central 
Valley: Altamont Pass (11 network alternatives); Pacheco Pass (6 
network alternatives) and Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local 
service) (4 network alternatives).  It found that the Pacheco Pass 
alternative minimizes impacts on wetlands, waterbodies, and the 
environment and it best serves the connection between the Northern 
and Southern California.  The Pacheco Pass enables San Francisco, 
SFO, and the San Francisco Peninsula to be directly served without a 
crossing of the San Francisco Bay.  Altamont Pass alternatives 
requiring a San Francisco Bay crossing would have the greatest 
potential impacts on the San Francisco Bay and have high capital 
costs and constructability issues.  The Dumbarton Crossing would 
also have the greatest potential impacts on wetlands and the Don 
Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge. 

L003-166 
It is not clear if this comment is referring to the Peninsula Corridor 
from San Jose station to Lick or the UPRR right-of-way from Lick to 
Gilroy.  The 2008 Final Program EIR based its evaluation of the each 
environmental subject areas on existing land uses adjoining both of 
these corridors.  Uniform methodologies were used to evaluate each 
of the alignments, station location options, and network alternatives 
in the Program EIR, so the Authority disagrees with the contention 
that information was not disclosed for this alignment or, for that 
matter, other alignments. 

L003-167 
See response to comment L003-25.  A reference to express trip 
times means no need to change trains between the cities noted.  
See discussion in Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR of a route 
from San Jose to Oakland via Altamont alternatives. More detailed 
budget costs for Altamont alternatives are beyond the scope of this 
program EIR and more detailed station designs for San Jose will 
properly be considered in future project EIR/EIS analyses. 

L003-168 
Appendix B of the April 2010 Materials contains a letter from the City 
of San Jose to the Authority stating its intent to pursue 
relinquishment to the City of portions of State Highway 82 currently 
under the jurisdiction of Caltrans, including that portion of Monterey 
Highway proposed for the HST alignment.  Attached to that City 
letter is a letter date June 17, 2009 from the City to Caltrans 
pursuing relinquishment.  Caltrans forwarded a letter to the City of 
San Jose on October 26, 2009 stating: 

“The Department is interested in relinquishing the above 
referenced segments of State routes which serve local travel 
demand.  Furthermore, the Department will support the City 
request for relinquishment from the California Transportation 
Commission (CTC) as being in the best interest of the public, 
provided that there is signed legislation that grants the department 
the authority to relinquish the above referenced segments of the 
State Routes.” 

A copy of this letter is shown below.  
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L003-169 
Comment acknowledged. See Response to UPRR Comment letter 
O002. 

L003-170 
See Response to Comment L003-7. 

L003-171 
See Standard Response 10.  

L003-172 
This is not a topic area identified by the Superior Court for additional 
work under CEQA in the Town of Atherton case.   The judgment in 
the Town of Atherton case did not find fault with the ridership 
forecasts or the project definition between San Francisco and San 
Jose.  See Standard Response 4.  The Final Program EIR includes 
both Pacheco Pass and Altamont Pass HST Alternatives that include 
direct HST service to both the East Bay and Peninsula. 

L003-173 
Comment acknowledged.  We note that the 2010 Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material identified that land use impacts of the HST 
alignments were considered significant under CEQA, including for the 
San Francisco to San Jose Corridor.  This conclusion remains 
consistent in the 2010 Revised Final Program EIR Material. 
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Comment Letter L004  (Kevin Selly, Palo Alto Unified School District, April 26, 2010) 
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Comment Letter L004 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L004 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L004 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L004 (Kevin Skelly, Palo Alto Unified School District, April 26, 2010) 

L004-1 
See Standard Response 7. 

L004-2 
We disagree that recirculation of the entire prior Program EIR/EIS is 
required based on this general comment that significant new 
information exists "under many environmental parameters" that 
makes the earlier Program EIR invalid and requires recirculation of 
that document.  More detailed responses will be provided where the 
commenter offers a more detailed rationale for why it contends 
further recirculation is necessary. 

L004-3 
See Response to Comment L003-5.  See also Standard Response 1. 

L004-4 
See Response to Comment L003-41, responses to letter O002 
received from the UPRR, and Standard Response 9. 

L004-5 
The Authority disagrees that limiting the scope of comments to the 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material is inappropriate.  The Authority 
requested that members of the public focus their comments on the 
new information and analysis contained in the Revised Draft EIR 
Material and stated that the Authority’s legal obligation extended to 
responding only to those comments related to the new materials.  
The Authority's request is based on CEQA Guidelines section 
15088.5, applicable to situations like the current one where a lead 
agency must revise and recirculate only a portion of a prior Final 
EIR.  The current EIR process is specifically intended to comply with 
the judgment from the Town of Atherton litigation and that 
judgment found that only those issues in the revised materials 
required further CEQA compliance. 

L004-6 
The plan profiles and cross sections in appendices 2-D and 2-E of 
the 2008 Final Program EIR show the where the conceptual 
alignments were proposed to be at grade, elevated, or in tunnel.  
Proposed parking structure locations are identified in Appendix 2-F.  
The other support facilities (including layover facilities, turnouts, 
signaling, and communication systems along with construction 
staging areas and plans will be identified and evaluated as part of 
the project-level work.  Overall, these topics were not deemed 
critical to the decision at hand regarding the selection of a preferred 
alternative. 

L004-7 
See response to comment L003-108. The HST plan and profile 
adjacent to Palo Alto High School, shown on Page 2-E-3 of the 2008 
Program EIR, identifies a vertical alignment on a retained fill of 
approximately 15 feet. This would allow the train to pass over 
Churchill Avenue so that access from adjacent streets and property 
would not be affected by a large change in the street's existing 
grade. Different vertical alignments and configurations can be 
analyzed at the Project level which could result in a different 
configuration for the grade crossings. Impacts and mitigations for 
proposed alignments would be addressed in  Project-level EIR/EIS 
studies. 

L004-8 
The Authority disagrees. Please see response to comment L004-1. 
Project level design could result in different configurations for the 
HST. Impacts and mitigations for alternative alignments being 
considered will be addressed in the  Project-level EIR/EIS studies. 

L004-9 
See Standard Response 7. 
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L004-10 
See Response to Comment L003-20. 

L004-11 
See Response to Comment L003–23. 

L004-12 
The 2008 Final Program EIR adequately analyzed the impacts of 
alignment and station location alternatives along the Peninsula at a 
program level.  More detailed analyses will be performed during the 
project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design and 
location information will be available.  See Standard Response 2 
regarding the tiered planning and environmental process and 
Standard Response 3 regarding the level of detail for impact analysis 
and mitigation in the program environmental document.  

L004-13 
See Responses to Comments L003-105 and L003-107. 

L004-14 
Section 2.2, Revised Land Use Analysis: San Jose to Gilroy, in the 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material and Section 3.7 of the May 2008 
Final Program EIR discussed the analysis of land use impacts.  To 
determine potential property impacts, the land uses within 50 ft of 
either side of the existing corridor or within 50 ft of both sides of the 
centerline for new HST alignments were characterized by type and 
density of development. The study area for land use compatibility, 
communities and neighborhoods, and environmental justice is 0.25-
mile on either side of the centerline of the rail and highway corridors 
included in the alignment alternatives and the same distance around 
station location options and other potential HST-related facilities.  
This is the extent of area where the alignment alternative might 
result in changes to land use; the type, density, or patterns of 
development; or socioeconomic conditions.  For the property impacts 
analysis, the study area is narrower as noted above o better 
represent the properties most likely to be affected by the 
improvements in the alignment alternatives.  As noted in Chapter 3 

of the May 2008 Final Program EIR, varying study area widths were 
used for noise/vibration, biological resources and wetlands, cultural 
resources, visual, and parks and recreation.   

L004-15 
The 2010 Revised Final Program EIR Material does not incorporate 
significance criteria of each local jurisdiction affected by the network 
alternatives.  The EIR includes significance criteria that the Authority 
staff have determined to be appropriate for this project and this 
program EIR. 

L004-16 
See Response to Comment L0003-45. 

L004-17 
The program-level study indicates that trees screening the Caltrain 
right-of-way from Palo Alto High School would remain largely intact. 
The trees adjacent to the classroom buildings and track are assumed 
to be on high school property. There appear to be some trees east 
of the bike path that may be on Caltrain right-of-way and could be 
removed if necessary based on future project-level environmental 
studies and refined project-level HST design and engineering. Most 
of these trees screen the high school's maintenance facilities from 
the railway, so their removal would have little impact on the portion 
of the campus occupied by the students.  Additional analysis at the 
project level will be conducted concerning such impacts when more 
detailed HST design and engineering information is available. 

L004-18 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Air quality and global climate 
change was not one of those topics.  Refer to Chapter 3.3 of the 
2008 Final Program EIR where air quality and global climate change 
impacts are discussed.  More detailed analysis of potential 
operational, maintenance, and construction air quality impacts on 
sensitive receptors will be provided during project-level 
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environmental review, when more detailed information will be 
available concerning system design and placement, including at-
grade, trench, tunnel, and elevated tracks. 

L004-19 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Air quality and global climate 
change was not one of those topics.  Refer to Chapter 3.3.6 of the 
2008 Final Program EIR.  It is noted that construction impacts and 
potential mitigation measures would be addressed in subsequent 
project-level EIR/EIS analyses.   More detailed analysis of potential 
operational and construction air quality impacts on sensitive 
receptors, including schools, will be provided during project-level 
environmental review, when more detailed information will be 
available concerning system design and placement as well as 
construction.  Once alignments are established, a full construction 
analysis would be conducted.  This analysis will quantify emissions 
from construction vehicles, excavation, worker trips, and other 
related construction activities of constructing the HST system (rail, 
station, maintenance facilities, substations, transmission lines, etc.), 
including traffic detours.  Specific mitigation measures, if required, 
would be identified and a construction monitoring program, if 
required, would be established.   

L004-20 
See Response to Comment L004-19 regarding air quality impact 
associated with construction.   

L004-21 
A more detailed review of the impacts on local vegetation, including 
loss of mature and heritage trees and associated effects will be 
performed during the preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review.  Possible avoidance or minimization of 
impacts on the mature and heritage trees will be reviewed in detail, 
and mitigation for the loss of trees will be developed. 

L004-22 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Hydrology and water 
resources was not one of those topics.  Please see Chapter 3.14 of 
the 2008 Final Program EIR.  Potential drainage and erosion impacts 
and mitigation strategies were discussed in this chapter.  More 
detailed analyses related to the potential for run-off and erosion to 
occur will be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis 
when more detailed design and location information will be available.  
See Standard Response 3.   

L004-23 
The HST would be designed to have fully grade-separated tracks 
with state-of-the-art safety, signaling, and automated train control 
systems to minimize the potential for derailment.  The Authority 
would build upon the extensive experience of HST operations in 
other countries.  Future HST Operations Plans will include 
emergency response measures.  FRA regulations also address safety 
concerns, and this system would comply with those regulations. 

L004-24 
The HST project under consideration in this Program EIR includes 
grade separations to fully separate the HST from local automobile 
and pedestrian traffic.  The HST project is therefore anticipated to 
improve existing safety conditions in those areas like the Caltrain 
corridor between San Francisco and San Jose that have current 
problems with pedestrian/auto/rail accidents due to auto/rail grade 
crossings.  The HST project also includes a fully access-controlled 
guideway with intrusion monitoring. 

L004-25 
An HST system Safety and Security Program Plan (SSPP) will be 
prepared at the project level to define safety and security goals and 
objectives.  The SSPP will include a Construction Safety and Health 
Plan to establish the minimum safety and health guidelines for 
contractors of and visitors to HST construction projects. 
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L004-26 
See Response to Comment L004-22.   

L004-27 
See Standard Response 7. 

L004-28 
See Standard Response 3.  Because this is a program-level 
document, the analysis considered the potential for land use and 
planning impacts on a broad scale.  Potential project-level impacts 
on land use, planning and development will be addressed in the 
project-level EIR/EIS. 

L004-29 
As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR, 
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an 
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore 
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that 
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or 
community focal points in the corridor.  This resulted in a finding of 
no community cohesion impacts at the program level.  In addition, 
construction of grade separations where none previously existing 
would improve circulation between neighborhood areas.  The 
Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile 
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including 
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade between San Francisco and San 
Jose.  Although the Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program 
decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives has been 
carried forward into the project level alternatives screening.   

L004-30 
Both the 2008 Final Program EIR/EIS and the Revised Draft Program 
EIR address future land use compatibility based on information from 
general plans and other regional and local transportation planning 
documents.  These documents were examined to assess an 
alignment alternative's and station location option's potential 
consistency with the goals and objectives defined therein.  Because 

this is a program-level document, the analysis evaluated land use 
compatibility on a broad scale.  Project-specific effects on land use, 
planning and development will be evaluated at the project-level. 

L004-31 
See Response to Comment L003-112. 

L004-32 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  The noise analysis in the 
2008 Final Program EIR was not one of those topics.  Please see 
Chapter 3.4 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  More detailed 
information and analysis of noise and vibration impacts and 
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.  This analysis 
will include the significance of both construction and operation noise 
and vibration impacts and mitigation of these impacts. See Standard 
Response 3.    

L004-33 
See the response to Comment L004-32.   

L004-34 
See the response to Comment L004-32.   

L004-35 
See the response to Comment L004-32.   

L004-36 
See the response to Comment L003-116.  The project-level noise 
and vibration analyses will address all aspects of the project, 
including proposed grade separations and noise and vibration from 
the grade-separated roadways. 
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L004-37 
See the response to Comment L003-116.  The project-level noise 
and vibration analyses will address the influence of climatic 
conditions. 

L004-38 
See the response to Comment L004-32.   

L004-39 
See the response to Comment L003-116.  The project-level noise 
analysis will address the impacts of multiple trains in one location. 

L004-40 
Detailed parking, pedestrian, bicycle, transit, construction and 
cumulative transportation impacts of the HST Project will be fully 
analyzed in the project-level EIR/EIS.  This information will be 
documented in a Traffic, Transit, Circulation and Parking Report 
including (1) Changes in traffic volumes on local streets that result 
from project and from project construction and the effect of these 
changed volumes on roadway operations and critical intersections. 
(2)The analysis of number of parking spaces required and the 
placement of the parking facilities will be evaluated. Potential 
parking impacts will be evaluated based on the existing and future 
parking supply and the projected parking demand. Parking demand 
will be based upon the patronage and mode of access forecasts at 
each proposed station, including parking and related circulation 
impacts for adjacent neighborhoods. (3) Potential impacts to transit 
including potential for inadequate capacity of feeder bus service, 
potential for traffic congestion from project to disrupt or delay bus 
service that serve or run near stations or other transit operations. 
Potential impacts of project construction on transit service will also 
be evaluated in detail. (4)The project-level traffic impact analysis 
study will also evaluate the effect of the project and project 
construction on existing and planned pedestrian and bicycle facilities. 
Potential impacts on pedestrian and bicycle connections to and 
across HST facilities will be analyzed. Detailed information and 
analysis of potential traffic impacts including  impacts to pedestrian 

and bike facilities and feasible mitigation measures will be included 
in project-level EIR/EISs and documented in a Traffic, Transit, 
Circulation and Parking Report. (5) Cumulative potential traffic 
impacts due to the proposed project. 

L004-41 
See Response to Comment L004-40. 

L004-42 
See Response to Comment L004-40. 

L004-43 
See Standard Response 3.  Because this is a program-level 
document, the analysis evaluated impacts to educational and other 
community facilities on a broad-scale.  This is also true for the 
evaluation of impacts on bicycle facilities.  Potential project-specific 
effects on all schools in the study area will be evaluated at the 
project-level.  The Authority will consider the comment as part of the 
project-level EIR/EIS process. 

L004-44 
The HST system will be designed to have fully grade-separated 
tracks with state-of-the-art safety, signaling, and automated train 
control systems. Therefore, the students will never have to 'cross' 
the HST alignment at-grade. Project-specific analyses of circulation, 
traffic, and parking will be conducted in the project-level EIR/EIS for 
the station areas, access roads, and other facilities that might be 
affected by the proposed HST station.  This will be documented in a 
Traffic, Transit, Circulation and Parking Report.  

L004-45 
Passenger routes to all potential stations will be evaluated at the 
project-level traffic impact analysis study. Potential changes in traffic 
volumes on local streets that result from passengers accessing the 
HST station and the effect of these changed volumes on roadway 
operations and critical intersections will be evaluated. Project-specific 
analyses of circulation, traffic, and pedestrian/bicycle access will be 
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conducted in the project-level EIR/EIS for the station areas, access 
roads, and other facilities that might be affected by the proposed 
HST station.  This will be documented in a Traffic, Transit, 
Circulation and Parking Report. The analysis of number of parking 
spaces required and the placement of the parking facilities will also 
be conducted in the project-level EIR/EIS.  This information will be 
documented in a Traffic, Transit, Circulation and Parking Report. 
Potential parking impacts will be evaluated based on the existing and 
future parking supply and the projected parking demand. Parking 
demand will be based upon the patronage and mode of access 
forecasts at each proposed station, including parking and related 
circulation impacts for adjacent neighborhoods.  

L004-46 
More detailed information and analysis of construction impacts and 
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs, including 
impacts related to construction staging areas, detours, and other 
construction-related requirements.  See Standard Response 3.          
 

L004-47 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter L005  (Christina Watson, Transportation Agency for Monterey County, March 30, 2010) 
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Response to Letter L005 (Christina Watson, Transportation Agency for Monterey County, March 30, 2010) 

L005-1 
The Authority has reviewed the website to ensure that all links are 
now operational. 
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Comment Letter L006  (Dave Potter, Transportation Agency for Monterey County, April 5, 2010) 
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Response to Letter L006 (Dave Potter, Transportation Agency for Monterey County, April 5, 2010) 

L006-1 
Comment of support is acknowledged. 

L006-2 
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority understands TAMC’s 
position that a downtown Gilroy station provides a better intermodal 
connection with the planned TAMC projects, which is noted in the 
2008 Final Program EIR in Sections 3.2.4 and 7.3.1 and in Chapter 7 
of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material. 

L006-3 
Comment regarding preference of Pacheco Pass Alignment and 
Gilroy downtown station noted. 

L006-4 
Comment acknowledged.  Serving existing and anticipated growth in 
this area is among the reasons for identifying the Pacheco alignment 
with San Jose and San Francisco network alternative as preferred.  
Chapter 7 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material states:  
“There are a number of reasons supporters give for preferring the 
Pacheco Pass, including: 1) quicker travel times between San 
Jose/Silicon Valley and Southern California; 2) more frequent/better 
service between Bay Area and southern California; 3) higher 
ridership potential; 4) less potential environmental impacts; 5) 
avoiding impacts on wildlife and sensitive habitat through Don 
Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge; 6) best serves 
the Caltrain Corridor (San Francisco to Gilroy); 7) provides good HST 
access for the three county Monterey Bay area with a south Santa 
Clara HST station; 8) can serve San Francisco, Oakland, and San 
Jose without a new crossing of the Bay; 9) all service through San 
Jose/best serves south Bay; and 10) less cost for first phase of 
system between the Bay Area and Anaheim.” (emphasis added) 
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Comment Letter L007  (John Ristow, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, April 9, 2010) 
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Response to Letter L007 (John Ristow, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, April 9, 2010) 

L007-1 
Comment of support is acknowledged. 

L007-2 
Comment of support is acknowledged. 

L007-3 
Comment of support is acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter L008  (Chuck Reed, City of San Jose Office of Mayor Chuck Reed, April 8, 2010) 
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Comment Letter L008 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L008 (Chuck Reed, City of San Jose Office of Mayor Chuck Reed, April 8, 2010) 

L008-1 
Comment of support is acknowledged. 

L008-2 
Comment of support is acknowledged. 

L008-3 
Comment of support is acknowledged. 

L008-4 
Comment of support is acknowledged. 

L008-5 
Comment of support is acknowledged. 

L008-6 
Comment of support is acknowledged. 

L008-7 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter L009  (Al Pinheiro, City of Gilroy, April 7, 2010) 
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Response to Letter L009 (Al Pinheiro, City of Gilroy, April 7, 2010) 

L009-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

L009-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

L009-3 
The request for HSRA funds sent to the CAHSRA Board is currently 
under review by the Authority. 

L009-4 
Gilroy’s request for funding is under consideration by the Authority. 

L009-5 
The Authority appreciates the comment.  The 2010 Revised Program 
EIR Material identifies an aerial alignment in downtown Gilroy as 
preferred.  Project-level environmental studies will address design 
and profile variations for alignments that are part of the network 
alternative ultimately selected by the Authority for further study.  
The Authority will consider the comment as part of the project-level 
EIR/EIS processes. 

L009-6 
The Authority appreciates the comment.  See response to comment 
L009-5.  The Authority has had additional communication with City 
of Gilroy staff and will consider the comment as part of the project-
level EIR/EIS processes. 

L009-7 
The Authority appreciates the comment.  The 2008 Final Program 
EIR evaluated these subject areas at the program level in Chapter 3 
(Sections 3.4 – Noise and Vibration, 3.18 – Construction, 3.1 – 
Traffic, Transit, Circulation, and Parking, and 3.7 – Land Use and 

Planning, Communities and Neighborhoods, Property, and 
Environmental Justice).  Site specific environmental impacts 
including noise, construction, vibration, traffic circulation, 
environmental justice, and other impacts will be part of subsequent 
project-level environmental documents.  The Authority will consider 
the comment as part of the project-level EIR/EIS processes.  Also 
see Standard Response 3. 

L009-8 
Comment acknowledged. The technical study for the project-level 
EIR/EIS, will analyze Potential parking impacts and provisions in 
detail.  The analysis of number of parking spaces required and the 
placement of the parking facilities will be conducted in the project-
level.  This information will be documented in a Traffic, Transit, 
Circulation and Parking Report. Potential parking impacts will be 
evaluated based on the existing and future parking supply and the 
projected parking demand. Parking demand will be based upon the 
patronage and mode of access forecasts at each proposed station, 
including parking and related circulation impacts for adjacent 
neighborhoods.  

L009-9 
The 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised Program EIR 
material both discuss intermodal connections for the HST system – 
please see Sections 3.2.4 and 7.3.1 of the 2008 Final Program EIR 
and Chapter 7 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material.  The 
Authority’s stated goal is to “Maximize intermodal transportation 
opportunities by locating stations to connect with local transit, 
airports, and highways.” (See Sections 1.2.1 - Purpose of High-
Speed Train System and Section 3.2.1 of the 2008 Final Program 
EIR.) 

L009-10 
 Please see Response to Comment L009-4. 
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Comment Letter L010  (Thomas J. Haglund, City of Gilroy Community Development Department, April 26, 2010) 
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Comment Letter L010 – Continued 
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Comment Letter L010 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L010 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L010 (Thomas J. Haglund, City of Gilroy Community Development Department, April 26, 2010) 

L010-1 
The Authority appreciates the comment.  The Authority intends to 
prepare a more comprehensive and detailed review of alignment and 
station location options in  the project-level EIR/EIS studies.  The 
Authority will consider these comments as part of the project-level 
EIR/EIS processes. 

L010-2 
Per State legislative mandate an express train (no stops) operating 
between San Francisco and Los Angeles must complete the trip in 
less than two hours and forty minutes. This may require 220 mph 
operations south of the San Jose urban area. These speeds are 
achievable based on anticipated vehicle technologies. These fast 
speeds will have an impact on flexibility in alignment design to avoid 
specific obstacles. 

L010-3 
There is no specific design criteria in regards to missing obstacles 
related to private and public facilities, but design objectives include 
avoiding and minimizing adverse environmental impacts. Design of 
alignments takes into account the large number of environmental 
issues considered in the project-level environmental review of the 
project. 

L010-4 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Land severance was not one 
of those topics.  See Section 3.8, Agricultural Lands, in the 2008 
Final Program EIR. Land severance is one of many factors 
considered during project-level design and environmental review of 
the project. Where possible land severance is avoided or minimized.   

L010-5 
See Response to Comment L009-5.  A "trench" alignment would be 
considered as an alignment option where it would be determined to 
be a viable option to mitigate severe environmental impacts caused 
by other alignment alternatives (at-grade, aerial).   

L010-6 
Comment acknowledged. The HST system will be designed to have 
fully grade-separated tracks. Project-specific analyses of circulation, 
traffic, and parking will be conducted in the project-level EIR/EIS for 
the station areas, access roads, and other facilities that might be 
affected by the proposed HST station.  This will be documented in a 
Traffic, Transit, Circulation and Parking Report.  

L010-7 
Impacts to existing roadways and traffic are important issues 
considered during project-level design and environmental evaluation 
of alignment alternatives. To the extent possible alignment design 
will strive to minimize impacts to roadway and traffic. 

L010-8 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Construction was not one of 
those topics.  See Section 3.18, Construction, in the 2008 Final 
Program EIR.  Construction impacts will be identified and evaluated 
during the project-level environmental review phase. Appropriate 
mitigation, which could include recommendations for project 
phasing, will be identified in response to identified potential severe 
impacts. 

L010-9 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
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requiring corrective work under CEQA.  See the noise analysis in the 
2008 Final Program EIR, Section 3.4, Noise.  Impacts are one of 
many factors considered during project-level design and 
environmental review of the project. Where possible, noise impacts 
are avoided or minimized through alignment design.  See Standard 
Response 5. 

L010-10 
Access to the HST corridor and related facilities will be developed 
during project level design and environmental review. It is 
anticipated that accesses will to the greatest extent possible utilize 
existing public rights-of-way and thus minimize impacts to private 
and public property.  Specific locations will be further examined at 
the project level when more detailed design and engineering 
information will be available and more detailed studies on 
environmental impacts can be performed. 

L010-11 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Traction power substations 
was not one of those topics.  Locations of traction power substations 
will be determined during project-level environmental review. 
Substations would be spaced at approximately five mile intervals. 

L010-12 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Public services and utilities 
was not one of those topics.  Please see Section 3.10 of the May 
2008 Final Program EIR.   Project-level analysis would address all 
utilities and local issues once the alternative alignment for the Bay 
Area to Central Valley corridor is selected.  Project-level 
environmental documentation and subsequent planning documents 
will identify precise utility locations and will analyze in more detail 
conflicts between the HST system and utilities.  All potential conflicts 
will be reviewed during the more detailed project-level 
environmental analysis and during final design.  The Authority will 

consult with the various utility providers during the detailed project-
level analysis to minimize potential conflicts including avoidance.  If 
avoidance is not feasible and adjustment of alignments has not 
removed the potential conflict, relocation/reconstruction/restoration 
of the utility would be considered, in close consultation and 
coordination with the utility owner.  See also Standard Response 3.  

L010-13 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Interconnectivity was not 
one of those topics.  Multi-modal connectivity between HST and local 
transit services is one of many important issues to be considered 
during project level design and environmental evaluation of 
alignment alternatives.  Multi-modal transportation hubs are one of 
the Design Practices identified by the Authority.  See Chapter 2 of 
the 2008 Final Program EIR.   

L010-14 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Station location/development 
was not one of those topics. See Chapters 2, Alternatives, and 
Chapter 6, HST Station Area Development, of the 2008 Final 
Program EIR regarding transit-oriented development (TOD).  
Location of stations and their associated potential transit oriented 
development are two important issues to be considered during 
project level design and environmental evaluation of alignment 
alternatives. TOD is one of the Design Practices identified by the 
Authority.  See Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR. 

L010-15 
As noted in the comment, Chapter 7 of the 2008 Final Program EIR 
provides the anticipated demand level for parking spaces needed at 
a Gilroy Station.  The mitigation strategies for parking provided in 
Section 3.1, Traffic, Transit, Circulation, and Parking, include: 

“Local Strategies: 
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 Provide additional parking. 

 Consider offsite parking with shuttles.  

 Share parking strategies. 

 Implement parking permit plans for neighborhoods. 

 Employ parking and curbside use restrictions…”  (emphasis 
added) 

This section goes on to say, “The above mitigation strategies would 
be refined and applied at the project level and are expected to 
substantially avoid or lessen impacts around station areas to a less-
than-significant level in most circumstances.” 

Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR states the following: 

“Transit-oriented design (TOD) and smart growth land use policies 
would be used.  Station area development principles that would be 
applied at the project-level for each HST station and the areas 
around the stations would include: 

Higher density development. 

 A mix of land uses (retail, office, hotels, entertainment, 
residential, etc.) and housing types to meet the needs of the 
local community.  

 A grid street pattern and compact pedestrian-oriented design 
that promotes walking, bicycle, and transit access.   

 Context-sensitive building design that considers the continuity 
of the building sizes and coordinates the street-level and 
upper-level architectural detailing, roof forms, and rhythm of 
windows and doors.  

 Limits on the amount and location of development-
related parking, with a preference that parking be placed 
in structures.”  (emphasis added) 

 
The above text indicates a preference for parking to be placed in 
structures as part of TOD development around the station.  The 

ultimate location of parking and parking structures would be 
determined as part of the project-level design, engineering, and 
environmental studies. 

L010-16 
During preparation of the 2005 Statewide Program EIR and the 2008 
Final Program EIR, dedicated station parking was assumed at a 
number of stations. In the 2005 Statewide Program EIR, it was 
simply indicated that "parking capacity at each station is projected to 
meet the demand of travelers under the HST Alternative" (see pp. 
3.1-22). In the 2008 Final Program EIR, specific numbers of spaces 
were identified for each station within the Bay Area to Central Valley 
section of the system. Much of the demand was assumed to be met 
through market-rate parking around the stations, especially in the 
more urbanized areas. The Authority also assumed that the parking 
at stations would be provided at similar rates to those in the 
surrounding area. 

In both the 2005 and 2008 program-level environmental documents, 
station parking impacts were addressed. In regard to parking, the 
following mitigation commitment was made: 

"During project-level studies, environmental analyses will provide 
more detailed review of parking demand and parking to be included 
with proposed HST stations, plus identify coordination needed with 
local/regional public transportation providers. To assure parking 
impacts will be avoided the Authority is to develop and coordinate 
implementation at the project level parking improvement strategies 
consistent with local policies, including shared parking, off-site 
parking with shuttles, and parking and curbside use restrictions, 
permit plans for neighborhoods with HST stations, and other parking 
management strategies. (See Traffic and Circulation, Impact 1, 
mitigation strategies, 6.)"  A similar mitigation commitment would be 
like as part of future decisions on the Revised Final Program EIR. 

The higher parking demand that the commenter refers to is the 
updated unconstrained station parking estimates for 2035 produced 
for the project-level EIR/EIS. The final parking demand may vary 
depending on the coordination of project-level parking improvement 
strategies as noted above. 
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Also see Response to Comment L009-8. 

L010-17 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Emergency access was not 
one of those topics. Consideration of emergency response and 
access will be addressed during the project-level environmental 
review. 

L010-18 
Comment acknowledged. A traffic impact study for the project will 
be prepared at the project EIR/EIS level which will include a detailed 
evaluation of parking, pedestrian, bicycle, transit, construction and 
cumulative transportation impacts of the proposed HST project.  This 
information will be documented in a Traffic, Transit, Circulation and 
Parking Report. Potential impacts evaluated will include (1) Changes 
in traffic volumes on local streets that result from project and from 
project construction and the effect of these changed volumes on 
roadway operations and critical intersections. (2)The analysis of 
number of parking spaces required and the placement of the parking 
facilities will be evaluated. Potential parking impacts will be 
evaluated based on the existing and future parking supply and the 
projected parking demand. Parking demand will be based upon the 
patronage and mode of access forecasts at each proposed station, 
including parking and related circulation impacts for adjacent 
neighborhoods. (3) Potential impacts to transit including potential for 
inadequate capacity of feeder bus service, potential for traffic 
congestion from project to disrupt or delay bus service that serve or 
run near stations or other transit operations. Potential impacts of 
project construction on transit service will also be evaluated in detail. 
(4)The project-level traffic impact analysis study will also evaluate 
the effect of the project and project construction on existing and 
planned pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Potential impacts on 
pedestrian and bicycle connections to and across HST facilities will 
be analyzed. Detailed information and analysis of potential traffic 
impacts including  impacts to pedestrian and bike facilities and 
feasible mitigation measures will be included in project-level 

EIR/EISs and documented in a Traffic, Transit, Circulation and 
Parking Report. (5) Cumulative potential traffic impacts due to the 
proposed project.  

L010-19 
Comment acknowledged. A Traffic Impact Analysis Study for the 
project will be prepared at the project EIR/EIS level which will 
include a detailed evaluation of parking, pedestrian, bicycle, transit, 
construction and cumulative transportation impacts of the proposed 
HST project.  This information will be documented in a Traffic, 
Transit, Circulation and Parking Report. Relevant segments of 
freeways, interchanges, state highways, roadways and intersections 
will be analyzed to determine impacts due to the proposed project. 
Affected cities would also be consulted in  determining the critical 
intersections to be evaluated in project level environmental studies. 

L010-20 
Comment acknowledged. Relevant future roadway developments will 
be considered in the traffic impact analysis. The project-level 
environmental analysis will consider all reasonable and feasible 
projects and consider the cumulative effect due to this project. 

L010-21 
Comment acknowledged. A Traffic Impact Analysis Study for the 
project will analyze existing, background, project, and cumulative 
traffic conditions. The study will include a detailed evaluation of 
parking, pedestrian, bicycle, transit, construction and cumulative 
transportation impacts of the proposed HST project.  See response 
to comment L010-18.  

L010-22 
Comment acknowledged. Information on pick-up/drop-off analysis; 
taxi waiting areas, rental car facilities will be provided in the project-
level EIR/EIS. A complete analysis of traffic and potential parking 
impacts near HST stations and feasible mitigation measures will be 
included in the traffic impact analysis study at the project-level 
EIR/EIS.  The analysis of number of parking spaces required and the 
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placement of the parking facilities will be conducted in the project-
level EIR/EIS.  This information will be documented in a Traffic, 
Transit, Circulation and Parking Report. Potential parking impacts will 
be evaluated based on the existing and future parking supply and 
the projected parking demand. Parking demand will be based upon 
the patronage and mode of access forecasts at each proposed 
station, including parking and related circulation impacts for adjacent 
neighborhoods.  

L010-23 
The Authority appreciates the comment.  The 2010 Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material identifies an aerial alignment in downtown 
Gilroy as the preferred alternative.  The Authority will consider this 
series of comment regarding project level alternatives as part of the 
project-level EIR/EIS processes. 

L010-24 
More detailed information and analysis of construction impacts and 
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs, including 
impacts related to construction staging areas, detours, and other 
construction-related requirements.  This analysis will include traffic, 
noise, air quality, water quality, and other short-term impacts and 
mitigation.  See Standard Response 3.         

L010-25 
Comment acknowledged. The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material addresses those topics identified in the final judgment for 
the Town of Atherton litigation as requiring corrective work under 
CEQA.  The noise analysis in the 2008 Final Program EIR was not 
one of those topics.  Please see Chapter 3.4 of the 2008 Final 
Program EIR.  The project-level noise and vibration analysis will 
address impacts to existing land uses, including sensitive receivers.  
For vibration, the analysis will consider impacts to both typical 
structures and to structures that may be more susceptible to 
vibration, such as historic and unreinforced masonry buildings.  Also 
see Standard Response 5. 

L010-26 

Comment acknowledged. Information on regional connectivity, 
project-specific analyses of circulation, traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and 
parking will be conducted in the project-level EIR/EIS for the station 
areas, access roads, and other facilities that might be affected by the 
proposed HST station.  This will be documented in a Traffic, Transit, 
Circulation and Parking Report.  

L010-27 
Comment acknowledged.  The HST system has the potential to 
provide connectivity with Caltrain and  other transit agencies 
operating in the corridor as shown in Table 3.1-4 of the 2008 Final 
Program EIR/EIS, if the Caltrain corridor is included in the network 
alternative ultimately selected by the Authority for further study. 
CHSRA will continue working in the future with transit agencies to 
enhance connectivity to the HST system. 

L010-28 
Comment acknowledged. 

L010-29 
Second-tier, project EIR traffic analysis will examine the magnitude 
and distribution of traffic associated with a Gilroy station in the event 
that a Gilroy station is part of the selected network alternative.  The 
second-tier traffic evaluation will ascertain the location of project-
generated traffic impacts and related effects based on refined 
project engineering and design and with consideration of project-
level alternatives.  Station-to-station trip forecasts may be 
considered as part of the project-level EIR process regardless of the 
selected network alternative. 

L010-30 
The Authority appreciates this comment.  The Authority will consider 
Gilroy’s issues as part of the project-level EIR/EIS processes.  

L010-31 
Comment of support is acknowledged. 
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L010-32 
The proposed general location of the HST station is to the east and 
immediately adjacent to the existing UPRR mainline tracks, between 
Old Gilroy and East 9th streets. Most likely a pedestrian overpass 
would cross over the existing Caltrain and UPRR mainline tracks to 
provide connectivity with the existing commuter rail station, if this 
corridor is included in the network alternative ultimately selected by 
the Authority.  This level of detail will be discussed at the project 
level.   

L010-33 
See responses to comments L010-24 and L010-25. 

L010-34 
The program-level land cover analysis for the agricultural impact 
evaluation in the 2008 Program EIR/EIS used eight different data 
sources, as described in the 2008 document.  These sources do not 
necessarily identify the current or even recent use of the land.  The 
station location option area for Gilroy is the area including and 
surrounding the existing Caltrain station, which includes some areas 

of open land that is listed on at least one of the sources as including 
"agricultural land" and "grasslands."  Indirect impacts at the program 
level were identified by applying a buffer around the station location 
option, and searching the databases for agricultural land covers 
within this buffer area. 

The Authority acknowledges that this land is not currently used for 
or available for agriculture.   More detailed information and analysis 
of agricultural impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level 
EIR/EISs. 

L010-35 
See Chapters 3.1, 3.4, 3.7, and 3.12 in the 2008 Final Program EIR 
regarding the program-level analysis.  Also see Chapter 2 of the 
2010 Revised Draft Program EIR related to land use.  More detailed 
information and analysis related to parking, historic structures, noise 
and vibration, and community cohesion impacts and mitigation 
measures will be included in project-level environmental documents.   
See Standard Response 3. 
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Comment Letter L011  (Jack Matthews, City of San Mateo Office of the Mayor, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter L011 (Jack Matthews, City of San Mateo Office of the Mayor, April 26, 2010) 

L011-1 
The 2008 Final Program EIR and 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material assume that freight operations on the Peninsula would be 
served by UPRR with their current diesel locomotives.  The current 
program level alignment in San Mateo is an elevated alignment that 
would be capable of serving HST, Caltrain and UPRR operations.  In 
the project level evaluation, the Authority will evaluate design 
options for the Peninsula and specifically San Mateo that include 
below grade options.  However, the project level evaluation will have 
to assume that UPRR will continue to use diesel locomotives for 
serving the Peninsula.  At the time of writing this document, there is 
no stated desire by UPRR to change its operating practices to include 
the use of electric powered locomotives on the Peninsula. 

L011-2 
See Standard Response 7. 

L011-3 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Cumulative impacts was not 
one of those topics. The 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.17, 
discusses cumulative impacts and mitigation strategies at the 
program level including the Caltrain, roadway, and development 
projects along the HST alternatives.  More detailed analyses related 
to cumulative impacts, including noise, will be performed during the 
project-level EIR/EIS analysis, when more detailed project 
information is available for the selected HST alignment.  The 
cumulative project list will be updated as part of the project-level 
EIR/EIS. 
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Comment Letter L012  (Carlos de Melo, City of Belmont Community Development Department, April 26, 2010) 
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Comment Letter L012 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L012 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L012 (Carlos de Melo, City of Belmont Community Development Department, April 26, 2010) 

L012-1 
As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR, 
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an 
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore 
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that 
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or 
community focal points in the corridor.  In addition, construction of 
grade separations where none previously existed would improve 
circulation between neighborhood areas.  The Authority Board 
committed in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid 
and minimize potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and 
at-grade between San Francisco and San Jose.  Although the 
Authority has rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the 
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward 
into the project level alternatives screening.  There is the potential 
for temporary impacts to occur during construction including noise, 
air quality (dust), visual quality, and traffic/circulation.   Specific 
locations and the scale of construction impacts will be further 
examined in detail at the project level because they are a product of 
the HST system design, and the detailed studies necessary to 
identify the presence of the impact, the level of significance, and 
mitigation can only be done at the project level. 

L012-2 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Hydrology and water 
resources was not one of those topics.  Please see Chapter 3.14 of 
the 2008 Final Program EIR.  Program-level impacts and mitigation 
strategies for streams and riparian habitats were discussed in the 
2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.14, Hydrology and Water 
Resources and 3.15, Biological Resources and Wetlands.  More 
detailed analyses will be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS 
analysis when more detailed design and location information will be 
available.  See also Standard Response 3. 

L012-3 
See Standard Response 6. 

L012-4 
See Standard Response 6. 

L012-5 
The revised project description between San Jose and Gilroy would 
not result in changes to the discussion of cultural resources beyond 
what was identified in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material 
related to Keesling's shade trees.  The analysis for cultural resources 
is included in the May 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.12, 
Cultural Resources and Paleontological Resources.  A records search 
and surveys to identify historic resources will be conducted as part of 
the project-level EIR/EIS. Under Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CFR § 800), the procedures to be followed at 
the project level include identification of resources, evaluation of 
their significance under the National Register of Historic Places and 
CEQA, identification of any substantial adverse effects, and 
evaluation of potential mitigation measures.  Specific resources 
within the Area of Potential Effects will be further examined in detail 
at the project level because the identification of potentially affected 
resources and project effects and mitigation are dependent on the 
HST location and system design, and can only be done at the project 
level.  See Standard Response 3 and Response to Comment L003-
79.  

L012-6 
See Responses to Comments L012-5 and L003-79. 

L012-7 
 See Standard Response 3.  Because this is a program-level 
document, the analysis considered the potential for land use and 
planning impacts on a broad scale.  Potential project-level impacts 
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on land use, planning and development will be addressed in the 
project-level EIR/EIS.  

L012-8 
See Standard Response 5. 

L012-9 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  The noise analysis in the 
2008 Final Program EIR was not one of those topics.  Please see 
Chapter 3.4 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  More detailed 
information and analysis of noise and vibration impacts on sensitive 
receptors and mitigation measures will be part of a project-level 
EIR/EIS because the determination of impact is a product of the HST 
system design and can only be done at the project level.  The 
project-level EIR/EIS would look at noise and vibration effects of 
various profiles including at-grade, elevated, trench, and tunnel.  See 
also Standard Response 3. 

The noise and vibration analysis in the 2008 Final Program EIR 
identified potential noise and vibration impacts on sensitive receptors 
or receivers, such as residences areas, schools, hospitals, and 
parklands.  Chapter 3.4 also discusses the potential benefits of 
adding grade separations for existing railroads.  Because this is a 
program-level environmental document, the analysis of potential 
noise and vibration impacts broadly compares the relative 
differences in potential impacts between the alternatives and HST 
alignment options.  General mitigation strategies are also discussed.  
See also Standard Response 5. 

L012-10 
See Standard Response 6 regarding property value. 

L012-11 
More detailed information and analysis of construction impacts and 
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs, including 
impacts.  See Standard Response 3.         

L012-12 
Section 2.2, Revised Land Use Analysis: San Jose to Gilroy, in the 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material and Section 3.7 of the May 2008 
Final Program EIR discussed the analysis of land use impacts.  To 
determine potential property impacts, the land uses within 50 ft of 
either side of the existing corridor or within 50 ft of both sides of the 
centerline for new HST alignments were characterized by type and 
density of development. The study area for land use compatibility, 
communities and neighborhoods, and environmental justice is 0.25-
mile on either side of the centerline of the rail and highway corridors 
included in the alignment alternatives and the same distance around 
station location options and other potential HST-related facilities.  
This is the extent of area where the alignment alternative might 
result in changes to land use; the type, density, or patterns of 
development; or socioeconomic conditions.  For the property impacts 
analysis, the study area is narrower as noted above to better 
represent the properties most likely to be affected by the 
improvements in the alignment alternatives.  As noted in Chapter 3 
of the May 2008 Final Program EIR, varying study area widths were 
used for noise/vibration, biological resources and wetlands, cultural 
resources, visual, and parks and recreation.   

L012-13 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Public utilities was not one of 
those topics.  Please see Section 3.10 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.   
The program level environmental process does not evaluate impacts 
to existing infrastructure to this level of detail.  The project level 
environmental process will provide a more detailed evaluation of 
impacts on existing infrastructure, but the HST is not anticipated to 
have an impact on utility rates or impact existing substations.  

L012-14 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Public utilities was not one of 
those topics.  Please see Section 3.10 of the 2008 Final Program EIR. 
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The program level environmental process does not evaluate impacts 
to existing infrastructure to this level of detail.  The project level 
environmental process will provide a more detailed evaluation of 
impacts on existing infrastructure, including current projects.  See 
also Standard Response 3 and Response to Comment L012-13.  

L012-15 
The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile 
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including 
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade.  Although the Authority has 
rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the commitment to 
examine profile alternatives is being carried forward in the project-
level analyses.  The March 2010 Revised Draft EIR Material identified 
that some limited right-of-way acquisition would be required along 
the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and San Jose in some 
narrow areas, if the Caltrain corridor is included in the network 
alternative ultimately selected by the Authority. 

L012-16 
See Response to Comment L012-15. 

L012-17 
See Response to Comment I053–7. 

L012-18 
Because this is a program-level document, the traffic analysis was 
conducted on a broad scale.  Project-specific effects as a result of 
potential grade crossing closures will be evaluated at the project-
level.  Also see Standard Responses 2 and 3. 

L012-19 
More detailed information and analysis of construction impacts and 
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs, including 
impacts related to construction staging areas, detours, and other 
construction-related requirements. See Standard Response 3.         

L012-20 
A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the 
Caltrain corridor is currently underway as part of project level 
engineering and environmental analyses.  Removal of mature trees 
and other vegetation along the Caltrain corridor would be avoided to 
the extent possible.  Operational and construction impacts including 
those related to the removal of trees along the Caltrain corridor will 
be addressed as part of project-level EIR/EIS.  Specific locations and 
the scale of impacts will be further examined in detail at the project 
level because they are a product of the HST system design, and the 
detailed studies necessary to identify the presence of the impact, the 
level of significance, and mitigation can only be done at the project 
level. 

L012-21 
Through Belmont, the 2008 Final Program EIR analyzed an HST 
alignment at the same grade as the existing Caltrain alignment. This 
contributed to a visual impact rating of "low", as the addition of the 
HST tracks would be similar to the already-existing Caltrain 
infrastructure. Analysis of different vertical alignments will be 
undertaken as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. 

L012-22 
Project-specific analyses of circulation, traffic, transit, parking and 
temporary construction impacts will be conducted in the project-level 
EIR/EIS for the station areas, access roads, and other facilities that 
might be affected by the proposed HST station.  This will be 
documented in a Traffic, Transit, Circulation and Parking Report. The 
project-level traffic impact analysis study will also evaluate the effect 
of the project and project construction on existing and planned 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Potential impacts on pedestrian and 
bicycle connections to and across HST facilities will be analyzed. 
Potential impacts to pedestrian and bike facilities and feasible 
mitigation measures will be documented in the Traffic, Transit, 
Circulation and Parking Report.  
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L012-23 
Regional connectivity of HST and potential impact on other transit 
services will be discussed in project-level EIR/EIS.  Impacts to transit 
including potential for inadequate capacity of feeder bus service, 
potential for traffic congestion from project to disrupt or delay bus 
service that serve or run near stations or other transit operations will 
be evaluated. Potential impacts of project construction on transit 
service will also be evaluated in detail.  

L012-24 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter L013  (George Dondero, Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission, April 22, 2010) 
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Response to Letter L013 (George Dondero, Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission, April 22, 2010) 

L013-1 
Comment of support is acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter L014  (Celia Aceves, Modern Irrigation District Water and Power, April 22, 2010) 
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Response to Letter L014 (Celia Aceves, Modern Irrigation District Water and Power, April 22, 2010) 

L014-1 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter L015  (Carol Anne Painter, Santa Clara Planning Division, April 23, 2010) 
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Comment Letter L015 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L015 (Carol Anne Painter, Santa Clara Planning Division, April 23, 2010) 

L015-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

L015-2 
See Standard Response 3.  Because this is a program-level 
document, the analysis considered the potential for property impacts 
on a broad scale.  Potential project-level impacts on property will be 
addressed in the project-level EIR/EIS.   

L015-3 
"Single-family residential" has been added to text in the Revised 
Final Program EIR. 

L015-4 
See Response to Comment L003-79.  The Authority, FRA, and the 
SHPO will continue to coordinate as the project moves into project-
level analysis.  This may include the preparation of a Programmatic 
Agreement for the entire program and/or Memorandum of 
Agreements (MOAs) for specific project sections.  Both of these will 
be evaluated and, if identified to be appropriate, will be prepared in 
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
at the project-level by the Authority and the FRA in consultation with 
the SHPO.   

L015-5 
Connectivity from Diridon station to San Jose Mineta International 
Airport was discussed on Page 8-21 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  
Connection between Diridon Station and the airport is currently 
served by a light rail connection combined with a free airport shuttle 
service. 

"Diridon Station is the preferred HST station location option for 
downtown San Jose and the Southern Bay Area, serving Caltrain, 
ACE Commuter Rail, the Capitol Corridor, Amtrak long distance 

services, VTA buses and light rail, and a possible future link to BART 
(from Fremont). Diridon Station is a multi-modal hub that maximizes 
connectivity to downtown San Jose, San Jose International Airport 
(Diridon Station is just over 3 miles from San Jose International 
Airport and the City of San Jose expects there will be a direct local 
rail line connecting these to two major transportation hubs), and the 
southern Bay Area, and would have high ridership potential. The 
Authority has identified the Diridon Station as the preferred HST 
station location option for San Jose and the southern Bay Area. 
Diridon Station is favored by the City of San Jose and the Valley 
Transportation Authority (VTA)." 

L015-6 
Comment acknowledged.  This change will be provided as part of the 
addendum to the Revised Final Program EIR.  

L015-7 
Comment acknowledged.   This change will be provided as part of 
the addendum to the Revised Final Program EIR.  

L015-8 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter L016  (Chris Barton, East Bay Regional Park District, April 19, 2010) 
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Comment Letter L016 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L016 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L016 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L016 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L016 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L016 - Continued 

 
 
 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

  Page 14-147

 
 

Response to Letter L016 (Chris Barton, East Bay Regional Park District, April 19, 2010) 

L016-1 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Public parks and recreation 
was not one of those topics.  Parks and recreational issues are 
discussed Chapter 3.16 Section 4(f) and 6(f) Resources (Public Parks 
and Recreation) of the 2008 Final Program EIR at an appropriate 
level for a program-level review.  More detailed analyses related to 
impacts on recreational resources during construction and operation 
will be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis when 
more detailed design and location information will be available.   See 
also Standard Response 3. 
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Comment Letter L017  (Richard Cline, City of Menlo Park, April 22, 2010) 
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Comment Letter L017 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L017 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L017 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L017 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L017 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L017 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L017 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L017 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L017 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L017 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L017 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L017 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L017 - Continued 
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NOTE: The City of Menlo Park submitted a comment letter on 
September 25, 2007 and is included in the City of Menlo Park 
comment letter L017 dated April 22, 2010, above.  The Authority's 
responses to the 2007 comment letter have been included following 
responses to comments on the 2010 comment letter, below. 

L017-1 

Authority staff believe this Revised Final Program EIR Material 
provides sufficient information for the Authority board to make a 
decision of a preferred route from the San Francisco Bay area to the 
Central Valley.  See Standard Responses 1, 2, and 3. 

L017-2 

The commenter suggests that the Authority is legally required to 
provide a substantive response to any comments received during the 
comment period that related to the proposed project.  The Authority 
disagrees with this statement.  CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 
provide a mechanism whereby a lead agency revising and 
recirculating a portion of a prior EIR can ask the public to focus its 
comments on the new material.  The lead agency is required to 
respond only to those comments that pertain to the new material.   
Nevertheless, in this document, the Authority is providing a good 
faith, reasoned response, to all comments received.   

L017-3 
Comment noted. 

L017-4 
Comment noted.  See Responses to Comments L017-4 through 
L017-25. 

L017-5 
Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR included a discussion of the 
ridership forecasts used in the environmental analysis and 
development of the model from which the forecasts were derived.  
Reference was provided to the work of Cambridge Systematics in 

creating this model for the Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
(MTC).  The various MTC/Cambridge Systematics reports on the 
ridership model have been publicly available since 2007 on the 
Authority's website.  We also understand that the model itself has 
been publicly available from MTC.    Please see Standard Response 4 
regarding the model development process. 

L017-6 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 8 regarding 
the Business Plan and Standard Response 4 regarding ridership 
estimates included in the Business Plan. 

L017-7 
An analysis of alignments that do not traverse the Caltrain Corridor is 
contained in the 2008 Final Program EIR.  The Authority notes that 
the Draft and Final Program EIRs evaluated alternatives that would 
terminate in San Jose and not travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain 
Corridor.  These alternatives included Altamont Pass Network 
Alternative with Oakland and San Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with 
San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass with San Jose, Oakland and San 
Francisco via  Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose 
Termini; Pacheco Pass with San Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with 
San Jose, Oakland, and San Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco 
Pass with Altamont Pass (local service) with Oakland and San Jose 
Termini; and Pacheco Pass with Altamont pass (local service) with 
San Jose Terminus. 

The description and full evaluation of these network alternatives 
were not circulated in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material, 
but clarification of the description and evaluation of portions of these 
alternatives, specifically between San Jose and Gilroy, were provided 
in response to the Superior Court ruling in Town of Atherton. 

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to 
carry into the project level environmental document.  The 
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff 
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the 
Authority as part of the new decision.  Public comments supporting 
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terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that 
the Board considers. 

See Standard Response 10 in regards to ending HST in San Jose.  

Ending HST in Union City to connect with BART would require a 42-
minute ride into downtown San Francisco and a 77-minute trip to 
SFO. The lack of a quick connection from HST to SFO would 
eliminate the ability to easily utilize the HST to connect to flights, 
abandoning the opportunity to scale back the short and expensive 
connecting flights from locations like Fresno. A 42-minute ride on 
BART into San Francisco would significantly affect ridership and not 
meet the travel time goal set for HST trips between San Francisco 
and Los Angeles. 

L017-8 
We acknowledge the potential for variations in the vertical alignment 
of HST track to minimize or avoid potential impacts of the HST 
system.  In the Authority's 2008 decision, the Authority committed to 
considering vertical profile variations for the HST system along the 
Peninsula as part of project-level environmental review.  While the 
2008 decision has been rescinded, the Authority will continue its 
commitment to study design variations at the project-level.   

L017-9 

Individual grade separations along the HST line were not viewed as 
major differentiators among the alignment options presented in the 
2008 Final Program EIR and therefore are not evaluated in detail in 
that document.  Environmental effects of grade separations will be 
evaluated at the project-level EIR/EIS phase, once their locations 
and designs have been developed during the 15% and 30% design 
and engineering effort. 

The June 5, 2003 "Report to City Council on Menlo Park Grade 
Separation & New Station Feasibility Study" found that while a four-
track grade separation of Encinal, Glenwood, Oak Grove and 
Ravenswood, would impact mature trees, these trees could be 
moved to provide screening of neighboring properties from the 
completed project. It would also require no "significant permanent 
right-of-way takes from private property owners." 
The introduction of HST to the Caltrain corridor as depicted in the 
Program EIR assumed a similar configuration in Menlo Park. While 
there would be impacts, they would be mitigated to the extent 
feasible. Most residents would see a benefit, as travel across the rail 
corridor would no longer be disrupted by waiting for trains at grade 
crossings. Neighbors who now hear the mandated blowing of a horn 
when any train approaches a grade crossing, four blows in the 
course of 8,000 feet of travel through Menlo Park's grade crossing, 
would have this impact eliminated. The June 2003 report detailed 
impacts for both construction and on-going operation of the grade 
separations. 

L017-10 
The revised project description between San Jose and Gilroy would 
not result in changes to the discussion of cultural resources beyond 
what was identified in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material 
related to Keesling's shade trees.  The analysis for cultural resources 
is included in the May 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.12, 
Cultural Resources and Paleontological Resources, and Appendix 
3.12-A.  Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(36 CFR § 800), the procedures to be followed at the project level 
include identification of resources, evaluation of their significance 
under the National Register of Historic Places and CEQA, 
identification of any substantial adverse effects, and evaluation of 
potential mitigation measures.  Specific resources within the Area of 
Potential Effects will be further examined in detail at the project level 
because the identification of potentially affected resources and 
project effects and mitigation are dependent on the HST location 
and system design, and can only be done at the project level. See 
Standard Response 3 and Response to Comment L003-79.    
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L017-11 
See Response to Comment L017-47.   Analysis of alternative vertical 
alignments will be undertaken part of the project-level review of the 
HST.  Analysis of potential alternative power sources for locomotives 
moving freight trains in the Caltrain corridor is beyond the scope of 
the project.   

L017-12 
See Response to Comment L003-134. 

L017-13 
The comment is correct that the HST project will include full grade 
separations.  The proposed project on the Caltrain Corridor between 
San Francisco and San Jose is intended to provide community 
benefits by grade separating the right of way and eliminating current 
freight/commuter rail conflicts with vehicular and pedestrian cross 
traffic.  We do not agree that the proposed project is creating an 
enhanced environment for freight that will lead to significant impacts 
from increased freight activity because trains can travel faster.  For 
the Caltrain Corridor, freight operations are restricted to specific 
conditions and times under a trackage rights agreement between 
UPRR and the PCJPB.  The rights of UPRR under this agreement will 
be respected and there is currently no intent to alter the windows for 
freight activity in the corridor.  We note that generally speaking, 
freight movements, speeds, and frequency of freight trains are 
dependent on multiple factors, including the needs of the customer.  
Freight speeds are dictated by the Federal Railroad Administration 
and vary depending on the goods being shipped.  A detailed 
examination of the potential for freight rail operations on this 
corridor to increase is beyond the scope of the Program EIR.  More 
information on joint operations in the Caltrain Corridor would be 
considered at the project level if the Caltrain Corridor is part of the 
network alternative selected by the Authority board. 

L017-14 
Comment noted regarding Proposition 1A and the Authority's 2009 
Business Plan. The Authority is complying with Proposition 1A 

regarding the financing of the HST system.  The 2009 Business Plan 
notes the difference in ridership figures used for investment studies 
and those used for purposes of analyzing environmental impacts.  
See 2009 Business Plan, p. 70 fn. 20.  A study of the financing of the 
entire HST system is beyond the scope of this Program EIR, and was 
not identified by the Superior Court judgment in the Town of 
Atherton case as a topic area requiring additional work under CEQA.  
Also see Standard Response 8. 

L017-15 
Section 2.2, Revised Land Use Analysis: San Jose to Gilroy, in the 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material and Section 3.7 of the May 2008 
Final Program EIR discussed the analysis of land use impacts.  To 
determine potential property impacts, the land uses within 50 ft of 
either side of the existing corridor or within 50 ft of both sides of the 
centerline for new HST alignments were characterized by type and 
density of development. The study area for land use compatibility, 
communities and neighborhoods, and environmental justice is 0.25-
mile on either side of the centerline of the rail and highway corridors 
included in the alignment alternatives and the same distance around 
station location options and other potential HST-related facilities.  
This is the extent of area where the alignment alternative might 
result in changes to land use; the type, density, or patterns of 
development; or socioeconomic conditions.  For the property impacts 
analysis, the study area is narrower as noted above o better 
represent the properties most likely to be affected by the 
improvements in the alignment alternatives.  As noted in Chapter 3 
of the May 2008 Final Program EIR, varying study area widths were 
used for noise/vibration, biological resources and wetlands, cultural 
resources, visual, and parks and recreation.   

L017-16 
See Standard Response 10. 

L017-17 
More detailed information and analysis of construction impacts and 
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs, including 
impacts related to rail detours (shooflys), traffic patterns, 
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construction noise, business access, etc.  See Response to Comment 
L003-108 and Standard Response 3.    

L017-18 
See Standard Response 7 regarding Eminent Domain. 

L017-19 
See Standard Response 9 regarding UPRR. 

L017-20 
The number and location of proposed grade separations were 
indicated on the plan and profiles included in Appendix 2-D of the 
2008 Final Program EIR. The actual location and configuration of 
such facilities will need to be evaluated in the project-level 
environmental studies on the network alternative ultimately selected 
by the Authority.   

L017-21 
Project-specific analyses of circulation, traffic, pedestrian, bicycle, 
transit, parking and temporary construction impacts will be 
conducted in the project-level EIR/EIS for the station areas, access 
roads, and other facilities that might be affected by the proposed 
HST station.  This will be documented in a Traffic, Transit, 
Circulation and Parking Report. 

L017-22 
See Response to Comment L003-16. 

L017-23 
A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to 
existing rail corridors will be undertaken as part of project level 

engineering and environmental analyses.  Removal of mature trees 
and other vegetation would be avoided to the extent possible.  
Operational and construction impacts including those related to the 
removal of trees will be addressed as part of project-level EIR/EIS.  
Specific locations and the scale of impacts will be further examined 
in detail at the project level because they are a product of the HST 
system design, and the detailed studies necessary to identify the 
presence of the impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can 
only be done at the project level. 

L017-24 
Project-specific analyses of circulation, traffic, transit, parking and 
temporary construction impacts will be conducted in the project-level 
EIR/EIS for the station areas, access roads, and other facilities that 
might be affected by the proposed HST station. The effects of new 
grade-separated crossings on highway/roadway traffic operations 
and rail operations will be evaluated. Potential traffic impacts and 
feasible mitigation measures will be documented in a Traffic, Transit, 
Circulation and Parking Report. 

L017-25 
See Standard Response 6. 

L017-26 
Authority staff believe this Revised Final Program EIR provides 
sufficient information for the Authority board to make a decision of a 
preferred route from the San Francisco Bay area to the Central 
Valley.  We appreciate the concerns raised by the City of Menlo Park 
and these issues will be considered in the decision making process.  
See also Standard Responses 2 and 3.
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Authority response to City of Menlo Park comment letter dated April 22, 2007. 
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Comment Letter L018  (Kim Rook, Santa Clara County, April 2, 2010) 
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Response to Letter L018 (Kim Rook, Santa Clara County, April 2, 2010) 

L018-1 
Additional correspondence has occurred since the submittal of the 
comment.  Sheets PP5, PP6 and PP7 were not included in the 2010 
Revised Draft Program EIR Materials as the sheets in question were 
not revised. The Sheets are available as part of the 2008 Final 
Program EIR. 
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Comment Letter L019  (Kathy McKeithen, Town of Atherton Office of the Mayor, April 12, 2010) 
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Response to Letter L019 (Kathy McKeithen, Town of Atherton Office of the Mayor, April 12, 2010) 

L019-1 
The commenter requests a 30-day extension of the 45-day comment 
period provided for this document.  Consistent with CEQA 
requirements, the Authority has provided a 45-day public comment 
period under CEQA, from March 11, 2010, to April 26, 2010.  The 
Authority has not extended the comment period beyond April 26, 
2010, however, the Revised Draft Program EIR Material has been 
publicly available since March 4, 2010, a week before the official 45-
day public comment period commenced on March 11, 2010.  The 
document has therefore been available to the public for a total of 52 
days.  
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Comment Letter L020  (Kathy McKeithen, Town of Atherton, April 26, 2010) 
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Comment Letter L020 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L020 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L020 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L020 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L020 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L020 - Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

  Page 14-182

 
 

Comment Letter L020 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L020 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L020 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L020 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L020 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L020 (Kathy McKeithen, Town of Atherton, April 26, 2010) 

L020-1 
Comment acknowledged.  The Town of Atherton’s attached prior 
comments were reviewed in development of the Revised Final 
Program EIR.  The Authority's responses to those comments from 
2008 are contained in Volume 3 of the Revised Final Program EIR.  
Many of Atherton's 2007 comments have been reiterated on issues 
such as use of the Caltrain Corridor by both Caltrain and HST, 
heritage trees, right of way requirements, alternative corridor 
proposals for San Francisco to San Jose, and alternative network 
alternatives that do not involve the Caltrain Corridor.  Responses to 
comments in Atherton's 2007 letter that were not reiterated in its 
new letter, such as visual and noise impacts, and impacts to cultural 
and park resources, remain valid and appropriate responses. 

L020-2 
The Authority has circulated its Revised Draft and Final Program EIR 
to comply with the final judgment in the Town of Atherton case and 
to fully comply with CEQA.  Authority staff believe the document 
fulfills CEQA's requirements. 

L020-3 
We disagree that the Authority has missed an opportunity to 
evaluate alternatives that would avoid the Peninsula.  The Revised 
Draft and Final Program EIR include information related to all the 
alternatives discussed in the May 2008 Final Program EIR, including 
network alternatives that would utilize the Altamont Pass and not 
traverse the Peninsula.   

L020-4 
The Revised Draft Program EIR addresses the requirements in the 
Town of Atherton court judgment.  Chapter 7 synthesizes the 
information as it relates to the network alternatives and the selection 
of a preferred alternative.   In the judgment of Authority staff, the 
additional information did not alter its recommendation of the 

Pacheco Pass Network Alternative serving San Francisco via San Jose 
as the preferred alternatives. 

L020-5 
The Revised Draft Program EIR addresses the requirements in the 
Town of Atherton court judgment, including property impacts in the 
alignment between San Francisco and San Jose as a result of UPRR's 
position denying use of its right-of-way.  As explained in Chapter 1, 
the court judgment did not require the Authority to revise its 
vibration impact analysis but instead identified a contradiction 
between the vibration impacts discussion and the Authority prior 
CEQA findings on vibration impacts.  The Authority will correct this 
inconsistency upon adopting a new set of CEQA findings for this 
selection of a network alternative. 

L020-6 
We disagree that the entire prior Program EIR must be revised and 
recirculated again for public comment.   

L020-7 
The Authority attached the Town of Atherton court ruling as 
Appendix A to the Revised Draft Program EIR and identified in 
Chapter 1 the Authority's intent to comply with that ruling.  The 
revised discussion in section  3.2.2 states "[t]he information now 
available indicate a need for limited property acquisition along the 
right-of-way in narrow areas to allow a four-track alignment that will 
accommodate UPRR freight operations.  Accordingly, property 
impacts in this corridor are now ranked between low and medium, 
rather than low."  This acknowledgement of a higher level of 
property acquisition on the San Francisco to San Jose Corridor than 
originally anticipated addresses the court ruling.   
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L020-8 
We disagree with the comment.  The Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material provides the information identified in the Town of Atherton 
court ruling at a programmatic level of detail. 

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors, 
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible to minimize 
environmental impacts.  However, the 2010 Revised Draft Program 
EIR Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition 
would be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco 
and San Jose in some narrow areas.  The Authority Board committed 
in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize 
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade 
between San Francisco and San Jose.  Although the Authority has 
rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the commitment to 
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the 
project level alternatives screening.  Specific property that may be 
necessary to implement a particular project level alignment 
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental 
process. 

L020-9 
The 2008 Final Program EIR identified impacts along the Caltrain 
corridor and identified mitigation strategies to address the impacts.  
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material discloses a higher level 
of land use impacts than previously anticipated.  The Authority will 
consider adopting mitigation strategies to address significant impacts 
on the natural environment, communities, and neighborhoods when 
it makes a new decision. The Authority Board committed in July 
2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize 
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade 
between San Francisco and San Jose.  Although the Authority has 
rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the commitment to 
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the 
project level alternatives screening. Because this is a program-level 
document, the analysis evaluated land impacts on a broad scale.  
Project-specific effects on land use will be evaluated at the project-
level. 

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Construction impacts was not 
one of those topics. The 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.18, 
describes construction methods and typical impacts.  Mitigation 
strategies were discussed under the various topics in Chapter 3 of 
the Final Program EIR.  More detailed impact analyses related to 
HST system construction including trackway, stations, maintenance 
facilities, transmission lines, staging areas, and other project 
elements will be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis, 
when more detailed design, location, and phasing/duration 
information will be available for the selected HST alignment.  The 
Authority would work with local agencies prior to and during 
construction to minimize impacts on adjacent land uses. 

The Authority disagrees with the contention that “the concept of 
shared tracks with Caltrain has been eliminated from consideration.”  
The Authority has not proposed a dedicated track option for the San 
Francisco to San Jose Corridor.    As discussed in Chapter 2 of the 
2008 Final Program EIR, the proposal for the San Francisco to San 
Jose Corridor is a shared-use four track alignment along the Caltrain 
corridor.   

L020-10 
Please see response to comment L020 – 9 which states, “The 
Authority disagrees with the contention that “the concept of shared 
tracks with Caltrain has been eliminated from consideration.” The 
combined operation of HST, Caltrain, and freight with temporal 
separation, constitutes as “shared-use” corridor.  Please see 
Standard Response 10 regarding the US 101 and I-280 alternatives.  

L020-11 
Chapter 2, section 2.3 has been expanded regarding impacts to 
Monterey Highway.  Please see Standard Response 10. 
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L020-12 
Additional study of a potential HST route along State Route 280 was 
not a topic noted in the Superior Court's judgment in the Town of 
Atherton case as needing additional work under CEQA.  

Please note that I-280 is adjacent to protected watersheds for over 
ten miles, in places bisecting the watershed. It is designed to 
support approximately an 80 mph design speed, with grades greater 
than those allowable for HST, and is 7 miles longer from Transbay 
Terminal in San Francisco to Diridon Station in San Jose. 

If there is no opportunity for interchange between HST and Caltrain 
except at the San Francisco terminal and San Jose Station, the utility 
of using Caltrain as a feeder to HST could be substantially reduced. 
Caltrain passengers would need to travel to one end or another of 
the Caltrain corridor to access HST.  Also see Standard Response 10. 

L020-13 
In the Town of Atherton final judgment, included as part of the 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material, the Court did not find that the 
discussion of vibration impacts was faulty, but instead held that the 
Authority's CEQA finding of fact that the vibration impact could be 
mitigated to a less than significant level contradicted the EIR and 
was not supported by substantial evidence.  As disclosed in Chapter 
1, page 1-4, of the Revised Draft Program EIR, the Authority will 
address this issue by correcting its CEQA finding when it considers a 
new decision based on the Revised Final Program EIR. 

L020-14 
See Standard Response 10. 

L020-15 
See Standard Response 10. 

L020-16 
As discussed in Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR, the 
proposal for the San Francisco to San Jose Corridor is a shared-use 
four track alignment along the Caltrain corridor, rather than a 

dedicated track option in this corridor.  Regarding non-Caltrain 
alignment alternatives for traveling between San Francisco and San 
Jose, please see Standard Response 10.   

L020-17 
A more detailed review of the impacts on local vegetation, including 
loss of mature and heritage tress and associated effects along the 
Caltrain Corridor, will be performed during the preliminary 
engineering and project-level environmental review.  Possible 
avoidance or minimization of impacts on the mature and heritage 
trees will be reviewed in detail, and mitigation for the loss of trees 
will be developed. 

L020-18 
See the Response to Comment L020-17. 

L020-19 
The Authority would plan to avoid and minimize potential right-of-
way acquisition and impacts if the Caltrain Corridor is included in the 
network alternative ultimately selected by the Authority for further 
study.  Most sections of the corridor have enough room for the four-
track configuration currently under review.  If any additional 
property is required, once the preferred project alternative details 
are determined—through the environmental process with 
transparency and public input, comment, and response—then 
discussions or negotiations would occur with appropriate property 
owners.  If those discussions ultimately proved unsuccessful, then 
eminent domain proceedings could be initiated as necessary.  The 
process would provide appropriate compensation to property owners 
whose property is acquired for the HST system. 

See Standard Response 7 regarding eminent domain. 

L020-20 
As stated in response L020-1, we have reviewed Atherton's 2007 
letter attached to the current comment letter.  We do not find that 
responses previously provided to those comments in the 2008 Final 
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Program EIR were inadequate.  We disagree that further 
recirculation of the Program EIR is necessary.   

L020-21 
These alternatives were evaluated or withdrawn from evaluation in 
the 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised EIR Material.  The 
Authority acknowledges that the alternatives identified in the 
comment would reduce potential impacts to communities along the 
Caltrain Corridor, which are evaluated in the 2008 Final Program EIR 
and the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material; however the 
Authority notes that these alternatives involve their own set of 
potential impacts, but for other portions of the peninsula.   

The Superior Court in the Town of Atherton case held the Authority 
has substantial evidence supporting the elimination of the I-280 and 
U.S. 101 alignment alternatives from study in the 2008 Bay Area to 
Central Valley Program EIR.  See Appendix A of the 2010 Revised 
Draft Program EIR (page 19).  The Authority and the FRA considered 
potential HST alternatives along I-280 and U.S. 101 between San 
Francisco and San Jose as part of the Statewide Program EIR/EIS 
process and the Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS process.  
Both the I-280 and U.S. 101 alternatives were screened out from 
further study in the program environmental documents for 
practicability reasons.  The Authority and FRA revisited these 
alignment alternatives as part of the alternatives screening for the 
project level environmental documents.  The alternatives analysis 
affirmed the previous conclusions that these alternatives were not 
practicable.  Utilizing I-380 to transition from the I-280 corridor to 
the US-101 or Caltrain corridor in the vicinity of San Bruno would 
require speed-limiting curves as the alignment passed from one 
freeway corridor to the other. Excessive grades could also be 
encountered that would also limit speed. Additionally, an I-380 
alignment would pass to the north of SFO, making a connection 
between the HST and SFO very inconvenient, if not unworkable. 

L020-22 
As discussed in the Response to Comment L022-21, the Superior 
Court in the Town of Atherton case held the Authority has 

substantial evidence supporting the elimination of the I-280 and U.S. 
101 alignment alternatives from study in the 2008 Bay Area to 
Central Valley Program EIR.  See Appendix A of the 2010 Revised 
Draft Program EIR (page 19).  The Authority and the FRA considered 
potential HST alternatives along I-280 and U.S. 101 between San 
Francisco and San Jose as part of the Statewide Program EIR/EIS 
process and the Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS process.  
Both the I-280 and U.S. 101 alternatives were screened out from 
further study in the program environmental documents for 
practicability reasons.  The Authority and FRA revisited these 
alignment alternatives as part of the alternatives screening for the 
project level environmental documents.  The alternatives analysis 
affirmed the previous conclusions that these alternatives were not 
practicable.  Also see Standard Response 10. 

L020-23 
Comment acknowledged.  See Response to Comment L022-21. 

L020-24 
Comment acknowledged.  The authority is charged with the 
responsibility for directing the development and implementation of 
intercity high-speed rail service, "that is fully integrated with the 
state's existing intercity rail and bus network, consisting of 
interlinked conventional and high-speed rail lines and associated 
feeder buses. The intercity network in turn shall be fully coordinated 
and connected with commuter rail lines and urban rail transit lines 
developed by local agencies, as well as other transit services, 
through the use of common station facilities whenever possible."  
(Public Utilities Code section 185030.)  Accordingly, a consideration 
of how commuter rail can smoothly and effectively interface with 
high-speed rail, particularly in a shared corridor, is a necessary 
consideration in planning for the HST system.  For the Caltrain 
Corridor, since the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board owns the 
right of way, their cooperation is a critical consideration for a shared 
use alternative as proposed. 
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L020-25 
In the Town of Atherton case, the Superior Court upheld the 
elimination of 101 and 280 alternatives from detailed study as 
supported by substantial evidence.  This issue was not identified for 
further corrective work under CEQA. The comment correctly 
identifies that the Authority has examined these options as part of 
project-level alternatives screening and confirmed its prior conclusion 
that the 101 and 280 options are not feasible.   

L020-26 
We do not agree with this comment that the ridership model has 
changed after peer review in an inappropriate manner that results in 
the forecasts being obsolete or invalid.  The new statewide travel 
demand model that was developed to generate the ridership 
forecasts used in the 2008 Final Program EIR was subject to three 
separate peer reviews.  The peer review process resulted in changes 
to model in a manner consistent with typical practice in the industry.  
We acknowledge that UC Berkeley's Institute for Transportation 
Studies (ITS) has recently completed an additional peer review of 
the statewide travel demand model used to generate ridership 
forecasts.  We believe the forecasts of HST ridership in the 2008 
Final Program EIR are sufficient for the environmental review 
purpose for which they have been used.  The UC Berkeley ITS 
presented its critique of the ridership model and forecasts to the 
Authority board in July 2010 and that the board has received the ITS 
Final Report for its consideration.  The ITS Final Report will be part 
of the materials considered by the Authority board when it makes a 
new decision based on the Revised Draft Program EIR.  See 
Standard Response 4, discussing the UC Berkeley ITS peer review, 
the difference in ridership forecasts between the 2008 Final Program 
EIR and the 2009 Business Plan, and why the forecasts are 
consistent with international experience in high-speed rail ridership.     

L020-27 
In the San Francisco to San Jose Corridor, the Program EIR 
describes a shared-use, four track alignment in which HST and 
Caltrain commuter trains would share tracks.  In this corridor, HST 
service and Caltrain commuter service are intended to be operated in 

a complementary manner that will optimize service levels to meet 
both types of markets as is done in European and Japanese markets.   

L020-28 
The Authority acknowledges the town of Atherton’s preference for 
east bay and/or Altamont alignments.  The alternatives discussed in 
the comment are fully evaluated in the 2008 Final Program EIR and 
the 2010 Revised EIR Material. 

L020-29 
In 2008 the Authority selected the Pacheco Pass corridor and 
Caltrain Corridor (shared use) after numerous studies culminating 
into the Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS.  The Authority 
found that the Pacheco Corridor and the Caltrain Corridor would be 
more compatible with the objectives of the HST system. The 
preferred network alternative has not changed in the 2010 Revised 
Program EIR. 

L020-30 
See 2008 Final Program EIR Volume1, Chapters 2 and 7, for a 
discussion of alignment alternatives including San Jose to Oakland 
and Bay crossings.  This topic was not identified by the Superior 
Court in the Town of Atherton case as an area needing additional 
work to comply with CEQA. 

L020-31 
The comment does not accurately portray the content of the Revised 
Draft Program EIR.  As discussed in Chapter 3, the 2008 Final 
Program EIR studied various alternatives to connect the Bay Area to 
the Central Valley via the Altamont Pass and the Pacheco Pass, with 
assumptions as to where the HST track would be located for 
purposes of analysis.  Figure 3-2 illustrates those areas where the 
2008 Final Program EIR assumed a potential ability to share right of 
way with UPRR.  The Revised Draft Program EIR then identifies the 
changes in land use and property effects if the HST would have to 
be located adjacent to, and not within, UPRR right of way.  This 
section clarifies the relationship of the HST to UPRR for the entire 
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study area to provide an appropriate level of comparative 
information for the alternatives.  We note that the Revised Draft 
Program EIR did not conclude that lack of access to UPRR right of 
way rendered any option infeasible at the program level.  The range 
of alternatives in the Revised Final Program EIR represents a 
reasonable range of alternatives for decision making.  See also 
Standard Response 10 on alternatives. 

L020-32 
Comment acknowledged. 

L020-33 
We disagree with the comment.  This Revised Final Program EIR, 
which includes the May 2008 Final Program EIR and the Revised 
Draft/Final Program EIR have adequately evaluated the impacts of 
the high-speed train at a programmatic level and have evaluated a 
reasonable range of alternatives and appropriate mitigation 
strategies for a first-tier, program EIR.  See Standard Responses 1, 
2, and 3. 

L020-34 
The responses to comments included in the May 2008 Final Program 
EIR is not one of the areas identified by the Superior Court for 
corrective work under CEQA.  The responses to comments, taken as 
a whole, comply with the requirements of CEQA. 

L020-35 
We disagree with the comment and believe the Revised Final 
Program EIR complies with the Town of Atherton final judgment and 
CEQA. 

L020-36 
The 2008 Final Program EIR examined a “no project” alternative and 
21 representative network alternatives for connecting the Bay Area 
to the Central Valley.   Included in this range of alternatives were 11 
Altamont Pass network alternatives, 6 Pacheco Pass network 
alternatives, and 4 Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local service) 
network alternatives.  Within these network alternatives, further 
alignment alternatives were identified that provide even more 
options for connecting the Bay Area to the Central Valley. The 2010 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material clarified those portions of the 
2008 Final Program EIR requiring revision or expansion.  With this 
document, the Authority has reviewed a reasonable range of 
alternatives.  The level of detail provided in the Revised Final 
Program EIR is sufficient for a comparative analysis of the tradeoffs 
between the various network alternatives.  See also Standard 
Responses 2 and 3 on level of detail. 

L020-37 
Authority staff believe the Revised Final Program EIR complies with 
the Town of Atherton final judgment and with CEQA.  All comments 
received from cities on the Peninsula will be presented to the 
Authority Board for its consideration as part of the Revised Final 
Program EIR.  We disagree that route alternatives were closed 
prematurely and need to be reopened.   



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

  Page 14-193

 
 

Comment Letter L021  (Michael Brownrigg, City of Burlingame, April 26, 2010) 
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Comment Letter L021 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L021 (Michael Brownrigg, City of Burlingame, April 26, 2010) 

L021-1 
Please see Response to Comments L021-2, L021-3, L021-4, L021-5, 
L021-6, L021-7, and L021-8. 

L021-2 
More detailed information and analysis of noise and vibration 
impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.  
This analysis will include identification and evaluation of sensitive 
receivers, including such uses as residences, schools, parks, and 
hospitals.  Impacts of mitigation (such as visual impacts of 
soundwalls) will also be evaluated in the project-level documents.  
See Standard Response 5. 

The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile 
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including 
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade.  Although the Authority has 
rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the commitment to 
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the 
project level alternatives screening.  Greater detail about tunnel and 
trench options being considered in preliminary alternatives screening 
for project-level environmental documents can be found on the 
Authority's website.  See Standard Response 3.          

L021-3 
The 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised Draft Program 
EIR Material identified that the HST project would result in significant 
impacts to the physical environment.  The 21 network alternatives 
studied in the EIR each involve adverse environmental impacts, 
along with substantial project benefits.  The EIR identified mitigation 
strategies to address the adverse impacts to the greatest extent 
feasible.  In addition, the EIR discloses that regardless of alternative 
selected, significant adverse environmental impacts are anticipated, 
though the scale and location of these impacts may differ between 
alternatives.  Additional site-specific analysis of impacts will be 
conducted for the project-level EIR/EISs.  

 
See Standard Response 3 regarding the level of detail in the 
program level documents and Standard Response 6 regarding 
impacts on residential property values. 

L021-4 
See Standard Response 6. 

L021-5 
The visual assessment in Chapter 3.9 of the 2008 Final Program EIR 
considered the visual impact in Burlingame and produced a 
photosimulation that was presented in the document. The 
simulation, based on program-level design, considered that the 
distance measured between the tree canopy lining the right-of-way 
in Burlingame would be between 75 and 85 feet. This distance was 
compared to the width of the Caltrain right-of-way south of SR 84, 
Woodside Road, in Redwood City, where there are already four 
tracks for Caltrain. The total width of the right-of-way in that section 
would be about 77 feet, as measured from an aerial photo. This lead 
to the determination that four tracks could be accommodated 
without removal of the existing trees. With the trees remaining, they 
remain the dominant visual feature, making the visual impact of 
replacing the existing at-grade railway with HST and Caltrain on a 
retained embankment a low visual impact. 

L021-6 
See Standard Response 5.  Site specific noise/vibration, construction, 
and train operational impacts on sensitive receptors such as schools, 
will be part of subsequent project-level environmental documents.  
The Authority will consider the comment as part of the project-level 
EIR/EIS processes. 

L021-7 
See Standard Response 10. 
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L021-8 
A bayside route from San Francisco to Diridon Station in San Jose 
was rejected for a number of reasons. The most significant are the 
Don Edwards San Francisco Bay Wildlife Refuge that extends in 
portions on the west side of the bay from Mountain View to Foster 
City and the regulations upon filling the bay, which covers not only 
filling in the bay, but also any structure that crosses the bay, such as 
a bridge or trestle.  

A bayside route would also require high crossings at points to allow 
access to the marinas along the shoreline, a route that keeps it 
offshore of SFO runways and airspace, which would eliminate the 
ability to serve SFO passengers. The lack of a station serving SFO 
would eliminate the ability to easily utilize the HST to connect to 
flights, abandoning the opportunity to scale back the short and 
expensive connecting flights from locations like Fresno.  

If there are no HST stations between San Francisco and San Jose, 
there is no opportunity for interchange between HST and Caltrain 
except at the San Francisco terminal and San Jose Station. The 
utility of using Caltrain as a feeder to HST would be substantially 
reduced if this were to be the case, as Caltrain passengers would 
need to travel to one end or another of the Caltrain corridor to 
access HST. As an example, a passenger in Redwood City would 
need to take Caltrain to San Francisco to board a HST train that 
would then travel south back through Redwood City on its way to 
points south. 

L021-9 
The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile 
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including 
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade between San Francisco and San 
Jose.  Although the Authority has rescinded its July 2008 program 
decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives is being 
carried forward in the project level analyses.  See also Standard 
Responses 3 and 10. See Response to Comment L021-8 regarding a 
bayside route. 
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Comment Letter L022  (Cathy Baylock, The City of Burlingame, April 26, 2010) 
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Comment Letter L022 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L022 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L022 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L022 - Continued 
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Comment Letter L022 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L022 (Cathy Baylock, The City of Burlingame, April 26, 2010) 

L022-1 
The 2008 Final Program EIR examined a “no project” alternative and 
21 representative network alternatives for connecting the Bay Area 
to the Central Valley.   Included in this range of alternatives were 11 
Altamont Pass network alternatives, 6 Pacheco Pass network 
alternatives, and 4 Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local service) 
network alternatives.  

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material clarified those portions 
of the 2008 Final Program EIR requiring revision or expansion.  With 
this document the Authority has reviewed a reasonable range of 
alternatives, and review of additional alternatives does not appear to 
be warranted (although the responses to comments in this document 
do provide comments on the proposed State Route 84 alignment 
through the East Bay). 

L022-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

L022-3 

See Standard Response 10 in regards to ending HST in San Jose. 
Ending HST in Union City to connect with BART would require a 42-
minute ride into downtown San Francisco and a 77-minute trip to 
SFO. The lack of a quick connection from HST to SFO would 
eliminate the ability to easily utilize the HST to connect to flights, 
abandoning the opportunity to scale back the short and expensive 
connecting flights from locations like Fresno. A 42-minute ride on 
BART into San Francisco would significantly affect ridership and not 
meet the travel time goal set for HST trips between San Francisco 
and Los Angeles.  For additional information, please see Standard 
Response 10. 

L022-4 
Additional study of a potential HST route along I-280 or US-101 was 
not a topic noted in the Superior Court's judgment in the Town of 
Atherton case as needing additional work under CEQA.  Please note 
that I-280 is adjacent to protected watersheds for over ten miles, in 
places bisecting the watershed. It is designed to support 
approximately an 80 mph design speed, with grades greater than 
those allowable for HST, and 7 miles longer from Transbay Terminal 
in San Francisco to Diridon Station in San Jose.  If there is no 
opportunity for interchange between HST and Caltrain except at the 
San Francisco terminal and San Jose Station, the utility of using 
Caltrain as a feeder to HST would be substantially reduced. Caltrain 
passengers would need to travel to one end or another of the 
Caltrain corridor to access HST.  See Response to Comment O003-
171 regarding a US-101 alternative and Standard Response 10. 

L022-5 
The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile 
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including 
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade between San Francisco and San 
Jose.  Although the Authority has rescinded its July 2008 program 
decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives is being 
carried forward in the project level analyses.  See also Standard 
Response 3. 

L022-6 
Burlingame has developed around the Caltrain and former Southern 
Pacific railway line. It is a prominent feature of the built environment 
of Burlingame since the city's inception. The eucalyptus that line 
much of the railway create a visual line through the city. In other 
places, the railway travels at the backside of the city's auto 
dealerships, which also form an existing visual barrier. 

At the program level, views down streets that currently cross the 
railway would likely be affected by the HST project. The final design, 
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to be undertaken at the project level, will determine the means by 
which streets will be grade separated from the HST and any 
associated visual impacts. 

To determine the visual impacts in the Program EIR, the assumption 
was made that the grade separation needed at the existing 
Burlingame Caltrain station would be a split grade separation, with 
the railway elevated partially and the roadway depressed partially. 
This has been the common design configuration along the peninsula, 
including crossings in San Mateo, Belmont and San Carlos and 
proposals in Redwood City and Menlo Park. The station remains the 
prominent structure in the view from downtown. 

There are currently six streets crossing the railway in Burlingame 
and one protected pedestrian crossing. Detailed designs at the 
project level will define which, if any, existing crossings, pedestrian 
or auto, could be closed in the alignments being considered as part 
of the selected network alternative, as well as the potential for 
additional crossings of the HST/Caltrain corridor, if it is included in 
the selected network alternative. 

L022-7 
Both the 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material referred to general plans and other regional 
and local transportation planning documents to identify existing and 
future development on a broad scale.  These documents were 
examined to assess an alignment alternative's and station location 
option's potential consistency with the goals and objectives defined 
therein.   Project-specific effects on land use, planning and 
development will be evaluated at the project-level.  General Plan 
references as cited in the 2008 Final Program EIR were current for 
the period that studies were conducted for the Program EIR.   The 
project-specific land use analysis will refer to current land use and 
planning documents of cities along the selected network alternative, 
including if appropriate the City of Burlingame's zoning and General 
Plan requirements.  See also Standard Response 6. 

L022-8 
The comment expresses concern about emergency access, visual 
impacts, noise and vibration impacts, traffic impacts (vehicular, 
pedestrian, and bicycle), air quality, and property impacts in 
Burlingame.  The 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised 
Draft Program EIR Material identified that the HST project would 
result in significant impacts to the physical environment.  The 21 
network alternatives studied in the EIR each involve adverse 
environmental impacts, along with substantial project benefits.  The 
EIR identified mitigation strategies to address the adverse impacts to 
the greatest extent feasible.  In addition, the EIR discloses that 
regardless of alternative selected, significant adverse environmental 
impacts are anticipated, though the scale and location of these 
impacts may differ between alternatives.  Additional site-specific 
analysis of impacts will be conducted for the project-level EIR/EISs.  

L022-9 
See Standard Response 10. With the proposed electrification of the 
Caltrain corridor, the Authority and Caltrain would develop a joint 
operating plan that would identify potential service to stations as 
part of the project-level environmental document and preliminary 
engineering. 

L022-10 
Section 2.2, Revised Land Use Analysis: San Jose to Gilroy, in the 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material and Section 3.7 of the May 2008 
Final Program EIR discussed the analysis of land use impacts.  To 
determine potential property impacts, the land uses within 50 ft of 
either side of the existing corridor or within 50 ft of both sides of the 
centerline for new HST alignments were characterized by type and 
density of development. The study area for land use compatibility, 
communities and neighborhoods, and environmental justice is 0.25-
mile on either side of the centerline of the rail and highway corridors 
included in the alignment alternatives and the same distance around 
station location options and other potential HST-related facilities.  
This is the extent of area where the alignment alternative might 
result in changes to land use; the type, density, or patterns of 
development; or socioeconomic conditions.  For the property impacts 
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analysis, the study area is narrower as noted above o better 
represent the properties most likely to be affected by the 
improvements in the alignment alternatives.  As noted in Chapter 3 
of the May 2008 Final Program EIR, varying study area widths were 
used for noise/vibration, biological resources and wetlands, cultural 
resources, visual, and parks and recreation.   

L022-11 
See Standard Response 6. 

L022-12 
In the Town of Atherton final judgment, included as part of the 
Revised Draft Program EIR, the Court did not find that the discussion 
of vibration impacts was faulty, but instead held that the Authority's 
CEQA finding of fact that the vibration impact could be mitigated to 
a less than significant level contradicted the EIR and was not 
supported by substantial evidence.  As disclosed in Chapter 1, page 
1-4, of the Revised Draft Program EIR, the Authority will address this 
issue by correcting its CEQA finding when it considers a new decision 
based on the Revised Final Program EIR.  The comment further 
states that mitigation measures for noise and vibration must be 
included as integral components of the project.  Programmatic 
mitigation strategies for noise and vibration impacts were discussed 
in Chapter 3.7 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR.  The Authority 
will consider adopting these mitigation strategies when it makes a 
new decision based on the Revised Final Program EIR.  Finally, the 
comment suggests that mitigation should not create other impacts, 
such as a sound wall causing division of the community.  As 
addressed in the May 2008 Final Program and as acknowledged in 
the Town of Atherton final court judgment, some mitigation 
measures for noise such as sound barriers will be predicated on the 
more detailed design and engineering information that will be 
available in project-level analyses.  Specific secondary effects of such 
detailed, site-specific types of mitigation will be addressed in project-
level EIRs.  See standard response 5. 

L022-13 
See Response to Comment L003-156.  

L022-14 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Hydrology and water 
resources were not one of those topics.  Please see Chapter 3.14 of 
the 2008 Final Program EIR.  Potential impacts from shallow 
groundwater as well as mitigation strategies were discussed in this 
chapter.  More detailed analyses related to streams and flood control 
will be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis when 
more detailed design and location information will be available.   In 
addition, the HST would span watercourse channels and 
embankments to minimize impacts on streams.  See Standard 
Response 3. 

L022-15 
Comment noted.  The revised project description between San Jose 
and Gilroy would not result in changes to the discussion of cultural 
resources beyond what was identified in the 2010 Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material related to Keesling's shade trees.  The analysis 
for cultural resources is included in the May 2008 Final Program EIR, 
Chapter 3.12, Cultural Resources and Paleontological Resources, and 
Appendix 3.12-A. Under Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CFR § 800), the procedures to be followed at 
the project level include identification of resources (such as those in 
Burlingame), evaluation of their significance under the National 
Register of Historic Places and CEQA, identification of any substantial 
adverse effects, and evaluation of potential mitigation measures.  
Specific resources within the Area of Potential Effects will be further 
examined in detail at the project level because the identification of 
potentially affected resources and project effects and mitigation are 
dependent on the HST location and system design, and can only be 
done at the project level. See Standard Response 3 and Response to 
Comment L003-79.   

L022-16 
A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to 
existing rail right of way will be undertaken as part of project level 
engineering and environmental analyses.  Removal of eucalyptus 
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trees and other mature trees will be avoided to the extent possible.  
Operational and construction impacts including those related to the 
removal of  trees will be addressed as part of project-level EIR/EIS. 
Specific locations and the scale of impacts will be further examined 
in detail at the project level because they are a product of the HST 
system design, and the detailed studies necessary to identify the 
presence of the impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can 
only be done at the project level.  

L022-17 

A detailed cultural resources investigation and evaluation of 
measures to minimize and mitigate impacts consistent with Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act will be conducted as 
part of project-level environmental documents. 
See Chapter 3.12 of the 2008 Final Program EIR for mitigation 
strategies.  Resource-specific cultural resources mitigation measures 
such as those resulting from noise, vibration, and visual intrusion will 
be developed as part of the project-level EIR/EIS and through 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  Under Section 
106 (36 CFR § 800), the procedures to be followed at the project 
level include identification of resources, evaluation of their 
significance under the National Register of Historic Places and CEQA, 
identification of any substantial adverse effects, and evaluation of 
potential mitigation measures.  Specific resources within the Area of 
Potential Effects will be further examined in detail at the project level 
because the identification of potentially affected resources and 
project effects and mitigation are dependent on the HST location 
and system design, and can only be done at the project level. 

L022-18 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.   Construction impacts to 
residents, schools, and businesses were not one of those topics. See 
Standard Response 3.  More detailed information and analysis of 
noise and vibration impacts and mitigation will be included in 
project-level EIR/EISs.  See standard response 5.  This analysis will 

include identification and evaluation of sensitive receivers, including 
such uses as residences, schools, parks, and hospitals.  Impacts on 
emergency access routes, including existing railroad crossings, will 
also be evaluated in the project-level EIR/EISs. 

L022-19 
See Standard Response 6. 

L022-20 
See Standard Response 6.  In addition, as noted in Chapter 3.7, 
Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR, the project would 
construct grade separations where none previously existing thereby 
improving circulation between neighborhood areas, businesses and 
other destinations.  There is the potential for temporary circulation 
impacts to occur during construction.   Specific locations and the 
scale of construction impacts will be further examined in detail at the 
project level because they are a product of the HST system design, 
and the detail necessary to identify the presence of the impact, the 
level of significance, and mitigation can only be done at the project 
level.  Also as noted in Chapter 3.7 of the Final Program EIR, 
mitigations strategies such as a traffic management plan would be 
prepared to reduce circulation and barrier effects during 
construction. 

L022-21 
Both the 2008 Final Program EIR/EIS and the Revised Draft Program 
EIR referred to general plans and other regional and local 
transportation planning documents to identify existing and future 
development on a broad scale.  These documents were examined to 
assess an alignment alternative's and station location option's 
potential consistency with the goals and objectives defined therein.   
Project-specific effects on land use, planning and development will 
be evaluated at the project-level.  General Plan references as cited in 
the 2008 Final Program EIR/EIS were current for the period that 
studies were conducted for the Program EIR/EIS.   The project-
specific land use analysis will reference current land use and 
planning documents, including the Downtown Specific Area Plan. 
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L022-22 
See Standard Response 10. 

L022-23 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.   Construction impacts were 
not one of those topics. More detailed information and analysis of 
construction impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level 
EIR/EISs, including temporary and permanent impacts related to rail 
detours (shooflys).  See Standard Response 3.         

L022-24 
This comment states that the environmental document did not 
address the impacts of grade separations.  See Standard Response 2 
regarding the tiered planning and environmental process and 
Standard Response 3 regarding the level of detail for impact analysis 
and mitigation in the program environmental document.  

L022-25 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Cumulative impacts was not 
one of those topics. The 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.17, 
discusses cumulative impacts and mitigation strategies at the 
program level including the Caltrain, roadway, and development 
projects along the HST alternatives.  More detailed analyses related 
to cumulative impacts, including the Broadway Interchange 
improvements, will be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS 
analysis, when more detailed project information is available for the 
selected HST alignment.  The cumulative project list will be updated 
as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. 

L022-26 
The comment is correct that the HST project will include full grade 
separations.  The proposed HST alignment on the Caltrain Corridor 
between San Francisco and San Jose, if it is ultimately included in 

the network alternative selected by the Authority, would provide 
community benefits by grade separating the right of way and 
eliminating current freight/commuter rail conflicts with vehicular and 
pedestrian cross traffic.  We do not agree that the proposed project 
would create an enhanced environment for freight rail so as to lead 
to significant impacts from increased freight activity because trains 
can travel faster.  For the Caltrain Corridor, freight operations are 
restricted to specific conditions and times under a trackage rights 
agreement between UPRR and the PCJPB.  The rights of UPRR under 
this agreement will be respected and there is currently no intent to 
alter the windows for freight activity in the corridor.  Generally 
speaking, freight movements, speeds, and frequency of freight trains 
are dependent on multiple factors, including the needs of the 
customer.  Freight speeds are dictated by the Federal Railroad 
Administration and vary depending on the goods being shipped.  A 
detailed examination of the potential for freight rail operations on 
this corridor to increase is beyond the scope of the Program EIR.  
More information on rail operations in the Caltrain Corridor would be 
considered at the project level if the Caltrain Corridor is part of the 
network alternative selected by the Authority board. 

L022-27 
See Responses to Comment L017-14 and O017-9. 

L022-28 
The ridership forecasts in the 2008 Final Program EIR are based on a 
different set of assumptions for environmental analysis purposes 
than the subsequent ridership forecasts in the 2009 Business Plan.  
Please see Standard Response 4. 

L022-29 
As described in Section 5.2 Revised Capital Costs of the Revised 
Draft Program EIR Material, the capital costs are representative of all 
aspects of the implementation of the proposed HST system, 
including construction, right-of-way, environmental mitigation, and 
design and management services. 
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L022-30 
In the 2008 Final Program EIR a typical configuration was assumed 
consisting of the two inside tracks for HST and Caltrain express 
service operating at compatible speeds and the outside tracks for 
Caltrain local service and temporally separated freight service. The 
shared four-track system enables express service to pass local 
service at each station and maintains schedule reliability. The shared 
tracks also enable the HST to run fast express service between SF 
and Jose to achieve 30 minute travel times and provide high 
frequency service.  

As noted in the 2008 Final Program EIR, Caltrain is viewed as 
complimentary feeder system to the HST system.  The Program EIR 
identified shared stations in San Francisco at the Transbay Terminal, 
the Millbrae Caltrain / BART station (to serve SFO), a potential 
station at Palo Alto or Redwood City, Diridon Station in San Jose, 
and the Gilroy Caltrain station. This distribution of stations along the 
Caltrain corridor would enable a short trip from any Caltrain station 
to connect to the HST at a joint station, expanding convenient 
access to the HST along the Caltrain system. 

L022-31 
The precise alignment and profile options for the HST system along 
existing rail rights of way within the network alternative ultimately 
selected by the Authority will be further evaluated and refined as 
part of the preliminary engineering and project-level environmental 
review and will include trench and/or tunnel concepts in sensitive 
areas or where it is an appropriate and necessary design option.  
Available right-of-way, impacts on adjacent communities and costs 
will be among the factors considered as part of this review. 
Electrification will be considered during project-level engineering and 
environmental review, if the network alternative ultimately selected 
by the Authority includes the Caltrain corridor.  25kv AC 
electrification is the developing world standard for electrification 
projects and would work well for both HST and regional services, like 
Caltrain.  Use of a trench or tunnel through portions of San Francisco 
to San Jose Section would be further evaluated with more detailed 

study during  the HST project-level EIR studies, if the ultimately 
selected network alternative includes the Caltrain corridor. 

See also Responses to Comments L003-47 and L003-76. 

L022-32 
The Authority plans on engaging the cities in the project level 
environmental process through technical working groups (TWG) and 
policymaker working groups (PWG).  In addition to these group 
meetings, the Authority and their consultants will meet with city staff 
to share to the degree possible, in-progress designs of the alignment 
and HST system. 

Cities will be encouraged to participate and comment on the 
documents (scoping, alternatives analysis draft EIR/EIS) as they 
become available.  While the Authority is interested and grateful for 
input from cities like Burlingame on certain alternatives, it is not 
required to adhere to Burlingame city council action on the HST 
project alternatives.  

022-33 
Comment acknowledged.  The Revised Draft Program EIR Material 
addresses those topics identified in the final judgment for the Town 
of Atherton litigation as requiring corrective work under CEQA.  
Outreach was not one of those topics.  Please see Chapter 10, Public 
and Agency Involvement, in the 2008 Final Program EIR.  The 
comment expresses a desired level of outreach at the project level. 

L022-34 
The Authority has coordinated and will continue to consult with local 
agencies along all HST corridors that move into project-level 
environmental documents.   

L022-35 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Hazardous materials and 
wastes was not one of those topics.  Please see Section 3.11 of the 
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2008 Final Program EIR.  More detailed information and analysis on 
potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation 
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring 
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.   
See Standard Response 3. 

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent 
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental 
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified 
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and 
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.  
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM 
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05).  Based on the information presented in the project-level 
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made 
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase II environmental 
site assessment performed.  This recommendation for a Phase II 
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations 
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase II 
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for 
addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified 
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous 
materials/waste.  The assessment document would specify that the 
Phase II environmental assessment must be prepared in 
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase II 
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01). 

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was 
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan 
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous 
material issues, including:  measures to address management of 
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety 
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect workers and the general 
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards 
are encountered. 

L022-36 
See Standard Response 3. The project-level traffic impact analysis 
study will analyze the existing traffic level of service and the 

projected increase in traffic demand resulting from the newly 
proposed station. The study will also identify impacts and propose 
feasible mitigations measures.  

L022-37 
The project-level traffic impact analysis study will include a detailed 
analysis of parking demand and feasible parking supply at the 
proposed HST station. The information will be documented in the 
traffic impact analysis study and the EIR/EIS. The analysis of 
number of parking spaces required and the placement of the parking 
facilities will be evaluated. Potential parking impacts will be 
evaluated based on the existing and future parking supply and the 
projected parking demand. Parking demand will be based upon the 
patronage and mode of access forecasts at each proposed station, 
including parking and related circulation impacts for adjacent 
neighborhoods.  

L022-38 
More detailed information and analysis of construction impacts and 
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs, including 
temporary and permanent impacts related to construction on local 
businesses and residences, and their access.  This analysis will 
include analysis of construction noise, vibration, and air quality 
impacts.  See Standard Response 3.         

L022-39 
An HST system Safety and Security Program Plan (SSPP) will be 
prepared at the project level to address safety and security goals 
and objectives, practices and procedures.  A major component of 
this plan will be a Threat and Vulnerability Analysis (TVA).  This 
analysis will identify potential threats related to transit people and 
property and will provide guidance in implementing protective 
measures through incorporation of design features and operational 
tactics.  This process will be in compliance with the U.S. Department 
of Transportation and Department of Homeland Security guidelines. 
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L022-40 
Authority staff believe this 2010 Revised Final Program EIR Material 
provides sufficient information for the Authority board to make a 
decision of a preferred route from the San Francisco Bay area to the 
Central Valley.  See Standard Response 3. 

L022-41 
Comment noted. See specific responses above. See Standard 
Responses 1, 2, and 3.  The Authority believes the program level 
analyses provide the appropriate level of detail for the program 
decisions being made. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

  Page 14-211

 
 

Comment Letter L023  (Jeffrey V. Smith, County of Santa Clara Office of the County Executive, April 26, 2010) 
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Comment Letter L023 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L023 (Jeffrey V. Smith, County of Santa Clara Office of the County Executive, April 26, 2010) 

L023-1 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter L024  (Jody Hall-Esser, County of Santa Clara Department of Planning and Development Planning 
Office, April 23, 2010) 
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Comment Letter L024 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L024 (Jody Hall-Esser, County of Santa Clara Department of Planning and Development Planning Office, 
April 23, 2010) 

L024-1 
The Santa Clara Valley HCP are acknowledged in the 2008 Final 
Program EIR Response to Comment F002-6:  In the Pacheco Pass 
area, there are opportunities to help preserve habitat for kit fox, 
tiger salamander, and red-legged frog for mitigation, as 
demonstrated by the conservation strategy of the Santa Clara Valley 
HCP/Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) (in Santa Clara 
County). 

L024-2 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Public parks and recreation 
was not one of those topics.  Parks and recreational issues are 
discussed Chapter 3.16 Section 4(f) and 6(f) Resources (Public Parks 
and Recreation) of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  More detailed 
analyses related to impacts on recreational resources  during 
construction and operation including analysis of relevant land use 
plans and policies will be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS 
analysis when more detailed design and location information will be 
available.   

L024-3 
See Response to Comment L024-2. 

L024-4 
See Response to Comment L024-2. 

L024-5 
See Response to Comment L024-2. 

L024-6 
Comment acknowledged. The project-level EIR/EISs will address 
impacts to agricultural resources, including loss of agricultural land, 
loss of prime farmland, impacts to lands under Williamson Act 
contracts, and impacts to commercial agricultural production. 

L024-7 
See Standard Response 5. 

L024-8 
All state and locally adopted scenic roads will be part of the visual 
impact analysis conducted as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. All 
state scenic highways, qualifying and adopted, were identified in the 
2008 Final Program EIR. 

L024-9 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter L025  (Raluca Nitescu, County of Santa Clara Roads and Airports Department, April 23, 2010) 

 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Local Agencies 

 

  Page 14-218

 
 

Comment Letter L025 - Continued 
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Response to Letter L025 (Raluca Nitescu, County of Santa Clara Roads and Airports Department, April 23, 2010) 

L025-1 
Comment noted. Detailed traffic analysis at the project-level EIR/EIS 
will evaluate the impacts due to reduction in lanes of Monterey 
Highway. Future traffic operations on Monterey Highway and any 
other affected roadways will be evaluated to determine the potential 
traffic impacts due to the proposed modification of the highway. The 
traffic impact analysis study will also evaluate permanent and 
construction-related (temporary) impacts to affected roadways, 
intersections, parking, pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Feasible 
mitigation measures will also be discussed at the project-level. 

L025-2 
Comment acknowledged. The South County Traffic Circulation Study 
and other relevant studies will be referenced while conducting the 
project-level traffic impact analysis study. 

L025-3 
Comment acknowledged. Project-specific analyses of circulation, 
traffic, and parking will be conducted in the project-level EIR/EIS for 
the station areas, access roads, and other facilities that might be 
affected by a proposed HST station.  The project-level traffic impact 
analysis study will also evaluate the effect of the project and project 
construction on existing and planned pedestrian and bicycle facilities. 
Potential impacts on pedestrian and bicycle connections to and 
across HST facilities will be analyzed. Potential impacts to pedestrian 
and bike facilities and feasible mitigation measures will be 
documented in a Traffic, Transit, Circulation and Parking Report.  

L025-4 
Project-specific analyses of circulation, traffic, and parking will be 
conducted in the project-level EIR/EIS for the station areas, access 
roads, and other facilities that might be affected by a proposed HST 
station.  This will be documented in a Traffic, Transit, Circulation and 
Parking Report. Potential changes in traffic volumes on surface 

streets located near the proposed HST stations and the effect of 
these changed traffic volumes on traffic operations of these 
roadways and critical intersections will be evaluated in the project-
level traffic impact analysis study. Roadways near the proposed HST 
stations which would operate at unacceptable conditions due to 
addition of the proposed HST system would be identified, local 
jurisdictions will be consulted, and feasible mitigation measures will 
be proposed.  Also see Standard Response 3.  

L025-5 
Comment acknowledged. 

L025-6 
The Authority appreciates feedback at all stages of the 
environmental and design process.  We hope you continue to 
provide input on the project level process that is currently underway.  
The project level engineering and environmental analysis will 
evaluate several vertical design options and their potential effects on 
the adjacent and surrounding roadways.  The Authority understands 
that California needs a “balanced” transportation with an appropriate 
mix of public transit and roadway options, to that end, they will 
consider the potential impacts on the adjacent roadway system 
carefully in designing the HST system.  The Authority will consider 
the comment as part of the project-level EIR/EIS processes. 

The Authority disagrees with the suggestion that “most people in the 
community will rarely if ever use” the HST system.  The Authority 
notes that residents of these communities are expected to use the 
HST system to travel to and from other destinations in the state, and 
the HST system would provide opportunities for these communities 
to serve as a destination for business, recreational, or educational 
travel. Additionally this system would be designed to allow both 
Caltrain and the HST system to serve both local commuters and the 
intercity passengers mentioned above, if the Caltrain corridor is 
included in the network alternative ultimately selected by the 
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Authority.  Such complementary systems would provide unparalleled 
local and intra-state mobility for the region.    
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Comment Letter L026  (Ed Tewes, City of Morgan Hill City Manager’s Office, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter L026 (Ed Tewes, City of Morgan Hill City Manager’s Office, April 26, 2010) 

L026-1 
The project-level EIR/EIS will analyze the issues raised in the 
comment.  See Standard Response 3. 

L026-2 
The HST system would operate over a fully grade-separated, 
dedicated track alignment.  Project effects on access and circulation 
will be addressed in the project-level EIR/EIS. 

L026-3 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR assessed impacts with an 
alignment along the existing UPRR. The project-level EIR/EIS studies 
will analyze impacts to the alignment alternatives that are part of the 
network alternative ultimately selected by the Authority. 
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Comment Letter L027 (Doug Kimsey, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, April 8, 2010) 
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Response to Letter L027 (Doug Kimsey, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, April 8, 2010) 

L027-1 
Comment of support is acknowledged.  

 

 

 

 

 

  
 




